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Districts and schools in California serve nearly 1.2 million 
English Learners (ELs).  Research shows that EL students face 
many barriers to obtaining an equitable, high-quality 
education1 and that the quest for equity for ELs has been 
elusive2. Mastery of 21st century skills and rigorous academic 
content remains stagnant and out-of-reach for EL students, and 
educators are faced with providing social-emotional, language, 
literacy, and cultural learning supports to address opportunity 
and learning gaps.  
Over a decade ago, the Sobrato Family Foundation invested in 
the design and pilot of the Sobrato Early Academic Language 
Model (SEAL) with the belief that the best approach to 
positively impacting the lives of Silicon Valley immigrant, low-
income families would be to improve the education of their 
children, specifically, English Learners/Dual language learners 
(ELs/DLLs). The SEAL PreK–Grade 3 Model was developed as a 
whole-school initiative to develop students’ language, literacy, 
and academic skills. Unique to the model is its systemic design 
that involves teachers, coaches, principals, district leaders, and 
families in order to weave instruction in all aspects of the school 
day where English Learners and native English speakers learn 
together. SEAL was first piloted in three schools from 2009-
2014.  Based on the pilot and its results, SEAL developed the 
SEAL Replication Model and began an expansion of its 
implementation with districts/schools across California 
beginning in 2013. 
From 2015–2019 Loyola Marymount University’s Center 
for Equity for English Learners (CEEL) and Wexford 
Institute (Wexford) jointly conducted an external evaluation of 
the SEAL Replication Model in 67 schools in 12 districts 
that began implementing SEAL from 2013-2015.  This Final 
Research and Evaluation Report of the statewide 
expansion of the SEAL Model represents the 
culmination of a multi-year developmental evaluation 
process. Central to this process has been the CEEL and 
Wexford Institute teams’ engagement in a series of inquiry 
cycles of iterative analyses with the SEAL Research and 
Evaluation Leadership Team3 to address the complexities 
of the SEAL Replication Model as they expanded 
implementation to additional districts and schools.
1 Santibañez, L. & Umansky, I. (2018). English Learners: Charting their experiences and mapping their futures in California schools [Research brief]. Getting Down to Facts II. 
https://gettingdowntofacts.com/sites/default/files/2018-09/GDTFII_Brief_EnglishLearners.pdf 
2 Lavadenz, M., Armas, E.G., Murillo, M.A., Jáuregui Hodge, S. (2019). Equity for English learners: Evidence from four years of California’s Local Control Funding Formula. Peabody Journal of 
Education, 94(2), 176-192. https://doi.org/10.1080/0161956X.2019.1598113 
3 The SEAL Research and Evaluation Leadership Team was primarily comprised of the SEAL Founding Director, Executive Director, Director of Research and Evaluation, Research Associate, and 
Director of Innovation and Strategic Design 
This comprehensive research 
and evaluation study spans four 
years (2015-2019) and responds 
to the research questions about 
leaders’ perspectives on SEAL’s 
long-term systems change 
focused on the needs of ELs 
and how SEAL improves 
teacher professional learning 
and educational outcomes of 
DLLs and ELs beyond the pilot 
study in a wider range of 
schools, districts, and 
communities across the state. 
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This study focuses on three key areas: 
• District and Site Support of SEAL Implementation: Perceptions of administrators and instructional coaches
about the alignment of leadership, professional learning, curriculum, instruction, and family partnerships with
best practices for ELs. Measures used: Interviews and surveys of district leaders, principals, and instructional
coaches.
• Teacher development and implementation outcomes: Changes in research-based EL instructional practices,
as well as in teacher knowledge and skills. Measures used: classroom observations and teacher surveys.
• Student outcomes: English and Spanish language development for grades PreK-4, and English language arts
and math outcomes for grades 3-4. Measures used: standardized assessments.
To anchor this 4-year SEAL Research and Evaluation project, the SEAL Research and Evaluation Leadership and Advisory 
Team created the SEAL Logic Model comprised of seven program components and their expected short- and long-term 
outcomes. The Logic Model was utilized to create and refine the critical research questions to help determine the 
effectiveness of the SEAL Model. Following development of the SEAL Logic Model, the Research and Evaluation 
Advisory identified the need to create a tool to gather information about SEAL’s ability to build alignment and systemic 
capacity in and across SEAL districts. The Depth of Implementation Tool was developed over a 2-year period to serve 
as an evaluation measure as well as a self-assessment tool for SEAL schools and districts. 
After delivery of comprehensive interim evaluation reports for the first and second year of the 4-year evaluation effort, 
the focus and analyses for this final report began to take shape. The SEAL Research and Evaluation Advisory Team 
agreed that the best way to deliver the story of the evaluation of the SEAL Model was through a series of research 
briefs organized around the three areas. 
Results of the Four-Year Study 
Leaders’ Perspectives and SEAL Depth of Implementation (Briefs 1–5)
Articulation and Coherence. Overall, district leaders, principals, and coach-facilitators report 
high levels of articulation, coherence, and intentional planning for sustainability of the SEAL 
Model.  SEAL implementation has taken root in many schools and districts and is still a work 
in progress in others. Most principals and districts report consistent levels of SEAL 
implementation but over a third report that SEAL implementation is partial in their sites.  
Systemic efforts for EL Instructional Improvement.  Over 90% of principals and district 
leaders agree that SEAL implementation in their schools has led to instructional improvement 
for ELs.    
Teacher Development and Implementation (Briefs 6–8)
Teacher Efficacy. SEAL teachers have a greater sense of efficacy about teaching and indicate 
that the SEAL model had an overall positive impact on their knowledge and skills to instruct 
English Learners.  
Research-based Practices. SEAL teachers demonstrate statistically significant increases in 
their use of effective research-based classroom practices for English Learners as measured 
by the Observation Protocol for Academic Literacies (OPAL©).  In addition, their teaching is 
more interactive, focuses on more problem solving and critical thinking, and actively 
engages students in more rigorous and relevant curriculum. 
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Bilingual Classrooms. SEAL teachers in bilingual classrooms exhibited higher levels of 
implementation and statistically significant differences for overall practices and rigorous 
and relevant curriculum when compared to structured English Immersion classrooms. 
Student Outcomes (Briefs 9–12)
English Proficiency. SEAL schools averaged higher rates of poverty as compared to the statewide 
rate. Despite this, and, notably, study results reveal that  SEAL English Learner students in grades 
2, 3, and 4 performed comparably or better than California ELs in developing English 
proficiency.  Additionally, the overwhelming majority of SEAL ELs at grades 3 and 4 scored at the 
two highest levels of proficiency on the annual EL assessment or were reclassified as fluent 
English proficient (RFEP), steps toward preventing them from becoming long-term English 
Learners (LTEL). 
Bilingual Advantage. By grade 4, English Learners in Bilingual programs (BIL) progressed at a 
greater rate than the SEAL ELs in Structured English Immersion (SEI) programs.  The bilingual 
advantage is evident given that SEAL ELs in bilingual programs entered kindergarten with 
significantly lower English proficiency levels than those in structured English Immersion 
programs.  Additionally, Spanish speaking ELs in BIL programs continued to maintain or develop 
their Spanish language proficiency, while those in SEI suffered language loss in Spanish. 
Academic Achievement. On academic assessments by grade 4, SEAL Redesignated Fluent English 
Proficient (RFEP) students scored higher than the combined group of English Only and Initially 
Fluent English Proficient students in SEAL schools, and better than California RFEPs. 
Early Language and Literacy Development. Both SEAL PreK and TK children showed growth in 
oral language fluency and pre-literacy in both English and Spanish with significant differences 
in almost all areas, from annual pre to post assessment.  
To uplift the most important take-aways and maximize usability of this report, findings are presented in a series 
of twelve research briefs organized into five sections. We invite you to explore the research briefs that follow as 
well as the conclusion and implications. This robust and rigorous research and evaluation process was intended 
to facilitate SEAL’s short-and-long term organizational goals. We hope that these findings will allow SEAL 
leadership teams to make data-based decisions for project management, decision-making, refinement, and 
expansion of the SEAL Model in the years to come.   
This Executive Summary is based on the 4-Year External Research and Evaluation Study 
conducted by the Center for Equity for English Learners at Loyola Marymount University 
and Wexford Institute for the Sobrato Family Foundation. 
http://www.wexford.org http://soe.lmu.edu/centers/ceel/ http://www.sobrato.com/SEAL
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Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute conducted an 
external evaluation of the Sobrato Early Academic Language (SEAL) Replication Model from fall 2015–fall 2019. 
This comprehensive research and evaluation project employed a developmental evaluation process (Patton, 
2015)1 and focused on three sets of studies:  (1) Leader Perspectives and Depth of Implementation, (2) Teacher 
Development, and (3) Student Outcomes. 
The SEAL Model is a preschool through third grade model that powerfully develops students’ language, literacy 
and academic skills within the context of a whole-school initiative.  This intensive approach to language and 
literacy education is woven into all aspects of the school day where English Learners and native English students 
learn together.  SEAL was first piloted in three schools in the Silicon Valley; the initial evaluation showed 
significant impact on student achievement, teacher practice, and parent literacy activities2.  As a result of these 
pilot findings, SEAL developed a Replication Model, a comprehensive whole-school reform that is implemented 
systematically and includes teachers, coaches, principals, district leaders, and families.  
This Final Research and Evaluation Report of the statewide expansion of the SEAL Model represents the 
culmination of our multi-year developmental evaluation process. Central to this process has been the CEEL and 
Wexford Institute teams’ engagement in a series of inquiry cycles of iterative analyses with the SEAL Research 
and Evaluation Leadership Team3 to address various complexities of the SEAL Replication Model as they 
expanded implementation to additional districts and schools. These processes required the development of 
tools such as the SEAL Logic Model, the SEAL Depth of Implementation Tool, and other measures to use while 
crafting, and in some cases expanding evaluation processes focused on the aforementioned three sets of 
studies.  It also necessitated identifying and adapting a variety of report types and styles to communicate interim 
and final study results. The SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report is comprised of five sections presented 
in a series of briefs (see Figure 1) to maximize usability for multiple stakeholders. Section 1 provides an overview 
of the report and context for the studies along with a series of appendices. 
Figure 1 
SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report Overview 
1 Patton, M. Q., McKegg, K., & Wehipeihana, N. (Eds.). (2015). Developmental evaluation exemplars: Principles in practice. Guilford publications. 
2 Lindholm-Leary, K. (2014). Bilingual and biliteracy skills in young Spanish-speaking low-SES children: Impact of instructional language and primary language 
proficiency, International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 17(2), 144-159. https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2013.866625  
3 The SEAL Research and Evaluation Leadership Team was primarily comprised of the SEAL Founding Director, Executive Director, Director of Research and Evaluation, 
Research Associate, and Director of Innovation and Strategic Design.
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Research and Evaluation Final Report Section 1 – Purpose and Overview 
Section 1 is comprised of four parts and presents key elements of the research and evaluation context along 
with the study design.  Part One introduces the research and evaluation purpose and the partners who led, 
designed, and conducted the series of studies and who wrote this report. Part Two highlights key facets of the 
SEAL Replication Model and presents the components of the SEAL Logic Model developed as a product of this 
research effort.  Part Three details the Research and Evaluation Study Design and Methods, and also provides a 
description of the SEAL district and school participants.  Finally, Part Four provides an overview of the three sets 
of studies contained in each of the 12 briefs.  
Part One: SEAL Replication Model- Research & Evaluation Purpose and Processes 
This robust and rigorous research and evaluation process was intended to facilitate SEAL’s short-and-long term 
organizational goals.  Results will inform SEAL’s decisions around strategic expansion, allow SEAL to utilize 
emerging findings for continuous improvement, and communicate the outcomes of what has been learned 
about the implications of the SEAL Replication Model implementation. A Collaborative Research Design (see 
Appendix A) allowed for a cross-organizational approach between the Center for Equity for English Learners 
(CEEL) and Wexford Institute (Wexford) in evaluating the SEAL Replication Model.   Originally, two priority areas 
of study were established -teacher and student impacts- and clear roles and responsibilities were collectively 
agreed upon, in consultation with the SEAL Leadership team. As part of the iterative process, the Research and 
Evaluation Partners consulted with the SEAL Leadership team to form the Research and Evaluation Advisory, 
which met at least 3 times annually through the duration of the study.  
During Year 1 of the Research and Evaluation Study (2015), the Advisory met to finalize the newly created SEAL 
Logic Model that identified goals, activities, data collection and outcomes. The SEAL Logic Model served to: (1) 
articulate critical components in SEAL implementation, (2) define outcomes, (3) inform project management 
and decision-making, and (4) position the SEAL organization for future grant development.  An outgrowth of this 
collaborative work was the funding of the National Professional Development Grant Project ROYAL–SEAL 
(Rigorous Opportunities for Young-Children to Accelerate Language and Literacy: Effects of the SEAL Model) 
with the Los Angeles Unified School District.   This project allows for further expansion and implementation of 
the SEAL Replication Model and continuation of the research and evaluation components.  
As part of the developmental evaluation processes, the Research and Evaluation Advisory consistently assessed 
the progress of the overall effort to ensure a coherent and aligned plan across studies. Several key factors 
influenced decision making processes.  These included: continuous refinement of SEAL Model systems- and site-
level implementation, data quality, participants/sample sizes, and interim reporting analyses.  In Year 2 the 
Advisory identified the System Leader Perspectives investigation as a priority area for expansion. It was 
determined that the continued development of the SEAL DOI Tool (see Appendix B) would be an integral part 
of the leadership studies, and all measures developed (five survey instruments) would align to both the SEAL 
Logic Model and the DOI Tool. Student outcome studies were also expanded. Figure 2 details additional major 
milestones. 
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Figure 2   
SEAL 4-Year Research and Evaluation Developmental Evaluation Process Major Milestones 
In 2019, at the end of data collection, the SEAL Research and Evaluation Advisory met again to review and discuss 
data analytic procedures. In addition to the three area of study, the Research and Evaluation Advisory proposed 
the exploration of cross-research analyses. As a result, the CEEL and Wexford groups produced the Feasibility 
Study of SEAL Cross-Research Analyses Study (see Appendix C), a cross-research analysis based on data collected 
by each organization in order to identify data intersects and the viability of cross-research analysis.  
Research and Evaluation Partners 
Loyola Marymount University, Center for Equity for English Learners (CEEL) 
The Center for Equity for English Learners (CEEL) was established in 2006 for the purpose of improving 
educational outcomes for English Learners (ELs) in the educational community. The Center’s research and 
professional development agendas inform leadership and instructional practices for California’s 1.2 million ELs 
and the nation’s 4.9 million ELs. 
Vision. CEEL is committed to the pursuit of equity and excellence in the education of ELs by transforming schools 
and educational systems through the Center’s research and professional development agendas. 
Mission and Goals. CEEL enriches and supports the work of schools, school systems, educational/community 
partners, and policy makers. CEEL exists to serve the unique academic, social, and linguistic needs of linguistically 
and culturally diverse students in California and throughout the nation. CEEL’s staff provides consistent, high 
quality services, programs, resources, and professional development that promote equity and excellence for ELs 
and advances multilingualism. We hold the following goals to support this mission: 
• Develop research tools and methods to address critical questions related to the education of ELs
• Develop and compile resources to support schools and educational institutions working with ELs
• Provide professional development to teachers and educational leaders to address the needs of ELs
• Partner with individuals, organizations and institutions that will inform and engage the educational
community working with ELs.
Wexford Institute 
Wexford Institute is part of Wexford, Inc., a nonprofit educational agency, founded in 1996 to support and 
improve educational programs and outcomes for ELs and children from low-income communities. Wexford has 
worked with policy makers, PreK–12 student programs, and teacher development programs in districts, county 
offices, state and federal agencies, colleges and universities in over twenty states and the District of Columbia. 
Wexford uses research, development, professional development, technical assistance, and evaluation methods 
as tools to close the achievement gap.  Wexford supports educational agencies to improve programs for 
underserved students, their families, and educators.   
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Wexford staff is diverse in its professional expertise and skill-sets, as well as its race/ethnic, cultural and 
language backgrounds. Team members have served as teachers, administrators, higher education faculty, grant 
writers, project managers, business managers, state department of education consultants, teacher recruiters 
and trainers, distance learning instructors, program developers, evaluators, and researchers at PreK–12 levels. 
Through their employment at Wexford, as well as through previous professional opportunities, Wexford’s team 
members have been evaluating federal-, state-, and foundation-funded educational programs since 1978. They 
have strong theoretical and field experience in parent engagement, professional development, early childhood 
education, and language development and acquisition. Wexford Institute staff works seamlessly with clients to 
ensure all parts of the system are considered and/or incorporated into strategic program, research and 
evaluation designs. 
Part Two: The Sobrato Early Academic Language (SEAL) Model 
In this section, we introduce the SEAL Replication Model, describe the study design and the numerous and 
iterative evaluation efforts involved in the continued refinement of the SEAL Model from 2015–2019.  
The SEAL Model is a preschool through third grade model that powerfully develops students’ language, literacy 
and academic skills within the context of a whole-school initiative. Informed heavily by research on ELs, SEAL is 
an intensive approach to language and literacy education woven into all aspects of the school day for ELs and 
native English students to learn together. SEAL emphasizes language development through integrated 
standards-based thematic units and curriculum by building upon the Preschool Learning Foundations, 
incorporating the Common Core ELA standards, California’s Revised ELD standards, Next Generation Science 
standards, and state social studies standards.  
Utilizing developmentally appropriate, research-based, effective instructional strategies, teachers support 
students to reach high levels of engagement in learning, academic mastery, language and literacy. SEAL was first 
piloted in three schools in Silicon Valley and an initial evaluation of the model at that scale showed significant 
impact on student achievement, teacher practice, and parent literacy activities. 
As a result of the pilot findings, SEAL developed a comprehensive whole-school reform model that is 
implemented systemically and includes teachers, coaches, principals, district leaders, and families. SEAL was 
implemented to build teacher capacity as well as to create systemic change with partner districts. Teachers in 
preschool through grade three participate in intensive professional development, coaching, and collaborative 
planning within their grade level for two years4.  
4 Subsequent to the timeline described for this evaluation report, SEAL participating schools and districts have been provided the option to participate in continued 
system- and site-level support and professional learning as part of sustainability plans.  This extends beyond the overall 3-year implementation cycle. 
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SOBRATO Early Academic Language (SEAL) Model: Goals, Components and Logic Model 
SEAL, a systemic model developed by the Sobrato Family Foundation is designed for ELs, yet benefits all 
students through its goals.  See Figure 3. 
Figure 3 
SEAL Goals 
• Work collaboratively with district and site personnel to build capacity to develop policies and
programs that support decision making and implementation of the SEAL Model to improve
instructional programs and outcomes for ELs
• Build the capacity of preschools and elementary schools (PreK–Grade 3) to align and articulate
programs to powerfully develop the language and literacy skills of young ELs
• Engage teachers in collaborative and interactive professional development that enables them to
integrate SEAL Principles and High Leverage Strategies in their instruction throughout the school
day
• Engage families in schoolwide and classroom experiences to further develop home-school
partnerships to support student learning
• Provide language-rich, joyful, rigorous education and deep learning for all children
• Support identity and connections, bilingualism and biliteracy
• Provide all students access to the full curriculum, and
• Close the academic achievement gap
The SEAL Model incorporates 7 Components described in the Logic Model (Figure 4) below: 
• Component 1. Continue Developing the SEAL Team, Program Vision and Infrastructure
• Component 2. Build Alignment and Systemic Capacity In and Across SEAL Districts and Sites
• Component 3. Professional Learning
• Component 4. Curriculum and Instructional Strategies
• Component 5. Strengthen Home-School Practices
• Component 6. Conduct Data Collection, Evaluation and Research
• Component 7. Generate Knowledge and Develop Policy and Advocacy
In order to better define the SEAL Model, to improve implementation and determine the effectiveness of the 
SEAL Model, the Research and Evaluation Advisory developed an input-output logic model that visibly ties each 
of the seven program components and activities to desired short -term and long-term outcomes.  The logic 
model is based on Systems Theory and on a Socio-Constructivist Theory of teaching and learning.  See Figure 4. 
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Figure 4   
SEAL Logic Model 
SOBRATO Early Academic Language (SEAL) Model 
Inputs Activities and Participants Outcomes Project Basis Components Short and Medium Term Long Term 
SOBRATO 
Foundation 
o Philanthropic
investment
o Use of
experts as
program
leaders
Component 1:   
Continue 
Developing the 
SEAL Team, 
Program Vision & 
Infrastructure 
A1.  The SEAL Model was designed for ELs, yet benefits all 
students.  Resources are developed and refined to support, build 
and sustain: (a) effective training aligned to SEAL Model; (b) 
capacities of SEAL Leadership, SEAL Liaison to Districts, and 
Trainers; and (c) implementation of SEAL Model with fidelity.  The 
SEAL Teaching Channel provides access to resources and 
opportunities to interact with others implementing the SEAL Model.  
O1.  Infrastructure & 
capacities are developed to 
implement, evaluate, 
research, share and sustain 
the SEAL Model in 
participating districts, schools 
L1.  SEAL Model 
improves outcomes 
and/or growth in: 
• District and school
site staff knowledge,
skills and
dispositions
• Teacher practice
• Student engagement
• Home–School
Partnerships
• Systemic reform that
supports EL learning
• Creation of an
affirming school
culture
• Student oral
language, and
literacy in English,
with simultaneous L1
support or L1
instruction for
Bilingual
Component 2:   
Build Alignment and 
Systemic Capacity 
 In and Across  
SEAL Districts 
 and Sites 
A2.  Over a foundational 3-years, SEAL provides information, PD, 
planning, and support for district leaders, principals, coach-
facilitators, to develop policies, programs, practices, and resources 
to create an affirming climate, implement SEAL, develop leadership 
and a community of leaders, including: 
(a) Getting Started Institute for District Leaders, Principals, and 
SEAL Coach-Facilitators 
(b) Coach orientation, convening and TA 
(c) Principal Convenings 
(d) Convening of district leaders 
(e) Provision of schedule, timelines, sample letters, tools,
resources, materials for leadership 
(f) Classroom SEAL Support Visits with Coaches and
Coordinating Trainers
(g) Instructional rounds for Principals 
(h) Bilingual Program Module and working groups 
(i) Context-responsive technical assistance 
Additionally, beyond the foundational 3 years, SEAL and
participating districts may expand Modules to address additional 
needs and sustainability.
O2.  Districts and schools make 
systemic changes that create 
an affirming culture and improve 
education and outcomes for EL 
students. 
O3.  Coach-facilitators conduct 
role with fidelity to the model.  Research Base 
Related to: 
o High-
Leverage
Strategies for
Effective
Instruction of
ELs
o Effective
Professional 
Development 
o Home-School
Partnerships
O4.  Teachers develop skills, 
implement new practices, 
engage in collaborative 
practice, pilot, and use 
thematic units 
O5.  Teacher and student data 
are monitored and analyzed to 
better understand and 
implement the SEAL Model 
Component 3: 
Professional 
Learning 
A3.  Provide information dissemination, PD, planning, and support 
for PreK -3 teachers to implement SEAL research and evidence-
based effective practices, the 4 Pillars and 11 High–Leverage 
Pedagogical Practices and Instructional Strategies through:    
(a) Teacher Launch 
(b) PD Modules
(c) Unit Development Days and collaboration
(d) Coaching 
(e) Summer Bridge
(f) Reflective Practice 
O6.  Teachers refine 
implementation of SEAL 
practices to improve student 
learning.  Student 
engagement, learning & 
outcomes increase 
Component 4:  
Curriculum and 
 Instructional 
Strategies 
A4.  Structure and facilitate collaborative practice, using templates 
and scaffolding opportunities (i.e., Summer Bridge), to ensure 
articulation within and across grade levels and development of 
standards-aligned thematic units that reflect research and evidence-
based instructional strategies.    
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Research and 
Development 
o SEAL Pilot
Data and
Findings
o Research and
Evaluation
Models and
Tools
Component 5:   
Strengthen Home– 
School Partnerships 
A5.  Provide PD: 
(a) Family Module for Coaches, Family Liaisons, Administrators;
(b) Component of Teacher Modules;
(c) Required and optional parent classroom activities and
workshops 
O7.  Families increase 
engagement in their child’s 
education, classroom and 
school activities  
Dual Language 
Program students 
• Student outcomes
and achievement in
content areas in
English, and in L1 for
Bilingual/Dual
Language Program
students
O8.  SEAL Model is fully 
defined, Fidelity Criteria are 
set, SEAL Model Components 
1-7 are implemented with
fidelity
Component 6:  
Conduct Data 
Collection, 
Evaluation & 
Research 
A6.  Conduct evaluation and research on effectiveness and use 
data and findings for project management and decisions. 
Component 7: 
Generate 
Knowledge, and 
Develop  
Policy & Advocacy 
A7.  Lead strategic expansion, replication and multi-dimensional 
(who, what, how) communication about the Model for maximum 
sustainability.  
Re-envision partnerships and expectations of foundations to support 
public initiatives.  
Develop agency within local and state contexts to mobilize, lead and 
sustain efforts. 
O9.  Model is tested for 
effectiveness to support 
implementation, advocacy, 
expansion and communication 
Inputs Activities and Participants Short and Long Term Outcomes 
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As mentioned above, the SEAL Research and Advisory expanded this scope of the overall evaluation effort to 
include an exploration of leader perspectives on the implementation of the SEAL Model. Following the 
development of the Logic Model, the SEAL Research and Evaluation Advisory reviewed the instruments for data 
collection necessary to conduct evaluation of Component #2: Build Alignment and Systemic Capacity In and 
Across SEAL Districts. It was then determined that the Depth of Implementation instrument would require 
substantive development effort in order to evaluate the impact of the SEAL model at the district and school 
levels. 
Introduction to the Depth of Implementation (DOI) Tool 
The SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI) tool was developed between 2015 and 2017 to measure 
implementation of the SEAL model across the various schools and districts. 
The instrument captures data on the levels of implementation of the SEAL 
Model. This tool can be used at the project, district, and site level. The DOI 
tool includes six focus areas: (1) Leadership, (2) Professional Learning, (3) 
Curriculum, (4) Instruction, (5) Environment, and (6) Family Partnerships. 
Each focus area is measured along four composite descriptors ranging from 
Not Implementing to Sustainability. The six focus areas include 28 research-
based key indicators of classroom and instructional practices that align with 
SEAL’s Foundational Principles and Eleven High Leverage Practices. Data are 
collected through interviews and ongoing, project-based site-level 
observations. 
For the purposes of this research and evaluation effort, the DOI Tool was used to respond to the following 
question: What differences are found in the implementation of SEAL practices across schools and/or districts?  
Part Three:  Research and Evaluation Study Design and Methods 
This research and evaluation study employed a cross-sectional, sequential mixed-methods design using both 
quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell, 2015)5. The SEAL Research and Evaluation Study Design is described 
in Figure 5.  
5 Creswell, J. (2015). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods approaches (4th Ed.). SAGE Publications, Inc. 
SEAL DOI Tool Areas 
Area 1: Leadership 
Area 2: Professional Learning 
Area 3: Curriculum 
Area 4: Instruction 
Area 5: Environment 
Area 6: Family Partnerships 
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SYSTEMS 
LEADERS 
SCHOOL SITES 
CLASSROOMS 
STUDENTS 
QUANTITATIVE à Qualitative 
 
• Observation
Protocol for 
Academic 
Literacies 
(OPAL)© 
• Teacher Survey
SEAL  
Replication 
Model 
Implementation 
• CAASP Scores 
• CELDT/ELPAC Scores
• LASLinks Español Scores
• preLAS English and Spanish Scores 
Interpretation 
Figure 5 
SEAL Research and Evaluation Study Design 
Cross-sectional, Sequential Mixed-Methods Design 
A cross-sectional, mixed-methods explanatory research design is useful in studying the target populations (i.e., 
teachers, leaders and students) at particular points in time through the collection and analysis of quantitative 
data followed by qualitative data6 as part of explanatory research processes. 
Further, for many research briefs in this final report, the multi-year research and evaluation collaborative 
afforded the opportunity to focus on participants within and across SEAL implementation cohorts through their 
SEAL professional learning trajectory.  
SEAL Expansion Districts and School Participants 
Following the initial study in Redwood City, the SEAL Model was expanded to 12 districts and 67 schools between 
2015 and 2018. This occurred in cohorts; Figure 6 describes the three cohorts and the number of districts and 
schools in each—the cohorted model allowed the opportunity to capture pre- and post-program 
implementation data to conduct a comparative analysis of changes in SEAL implementation practices.  Given 
the scale and timeline for the SEAL Replication Model expansion, the interim results generated from this 
developmental research and evaluation process provided feedback to support continuous improvement as 
districts and schools were added to subsequent implementation cycles.  
6 Allen, M. (2017). The sage encyclopedia of communication research methods (Vols. 1-4). SAGE Publications, Inc. https://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781483381411  
Descriptive 
Statistics
Annual and 
Longitudinal 
Pre-Post 
Analyses
Thematic
Analysis
Comparative
Analysis
• Depth of Implementation (DOI) Tool
• Coach-Facilitator Survey
• District Leader and Principal 
Implementation and Sustainability Surveys 
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Figure 6 
SEAL Expansion Districts and Schools by Cohort and Training and Implementation Cycles 
Table 1 identifies the districts participating in the SEAL Replication Model, the Cohorts in which their schools 
were involved and the implementation timeline of each of the three Cohorts. See Appendix D for a complete 
list of districts and schools who participated in SEAL Model implementation and are were included in this 4-year 
SEAL Research and Evaluation effort. 
Table 1 
SEAL Participating Districts (Cohort 1, 2, and 3) 
District 
Number of Participating Schools by Cohort 
Cohort 1 
Began SEAL in  
2013-14 
Cohort 2 
Began SEAL in 
2014-15 
Cohort 3 
Began SEAL in 
2015-16 
Total Number of 
Schools a 
Berryessa Union School District 0 0 3 3 
Evergreen School District 0 0 2 2 
Fillmore Unified School District 0 0 4 4 
Franklin McKinley School District 0 3 1 4 
Gilroy Unified School District 0 0 2 2 
Milpitas Unified School District 0 0 3 3 
Mountain View Elementary School 
District 
0 3 7 10 
Oak Grove School District 4 8 2 14 
Redwood City School District 2 2 4 8 
San Lorenzo Unified 5 4 0 9 
San Rafael City School 0 3 3 6 
Santa Clara Unified 2 0 0 2 
Total 13 23 31 67 
a Total may include duplicates where schools returned for multiple cohorts. 
The SEAL Replication Model was designed based on what was learned from the pilot. For teachers, this school-
wide model includes a two-year professional development (PD) cycle delivered over a period of three years for 
all Pre-Kindergarten (PreK) through Grade 3 teachers. Figure 7 illustrates the PD Implementation Cycle and its 
components.  
Cohort 1
4 Districts
13 Schools
Training and Implementation Period:
2013 -14 thru 2015-16
Cohort 2
6 Districts
23 Schools
Training and Implementation Period:
2014-15 thru 2016-17
Cohort 3
10 Districts
31 Schools
Training and Implementation Period:
2015-16 thru 2017-18
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Figure 7  
SEAL Replication Model Teacher Professional Development Cycles 
Pre-Program Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
Launch 
2 Days 
Modules 1–3 
2 Days Each 
Collaborative Unit 
4–6 Days/Yr 
Planning 
Summer Bridge 
1 Day Planning 
10 Days with 
Students 
Modules 4–6 
2 Days Each 
Collaborative Unity 
Planning 
4–6 Days/Yr 
Research Questions 
Research questions were developed in collaboration with the SEAL Research and Evaluation Advisory to inform 
the three areas of study:  (1) Leader Perspectives and Depth of Implementation, (2) Teacher Development, and 
(3) Student Outcomes. The following research questions guided the work:
1. Leader Perspectives and Depth of Implementation
Study 1 (Brief 1):  What differences are found in the implementation of SEAL practices across schools
and/or districts, as measured by the revised SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI) tool?
Study 2 (Brief 2): In 2018, what were the perceptions of SEAL district leaders and principals regarding
levels of implementation of the SEAL Model, based on the revised SEAL DOI tool?
Study 3 (Brief 3): In 2019, what were the perceptions of SEAL district leaders and principals regarding
levels of implementation and sustainability of the SEAL Model, based on the revised SEAL DOI tool?
Study 4 (Brief 4): What are SEAL Coach-Facilitators’ perceptions about (a) their skills, and (b) the overall
effectiveness of SEAL Model implementation at the site- and classroom-levels?
Study 5 Cross-research Analysis (Brief 5): What are the perceptions of district-leaders, principals, and
coach-facilitators regarding site-level implementation of the SEAL Model?
PreK–1st 2–3rd 
PreK–1st 2–3rd 
PreK–1st 2–3rd 
PreK–1st 2–3rd 
PreK–1st 2–3rd 
PreK–1st 2–3rd 
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2. Teacher Development and Implementation
Study 1 (Brief 6):  In what ways do teachers’ level of implementation of SEAL’s high leverage practices
change as a result of their participation in SEAL’s professional learning opportunities?
Study 2 (Brief 7):  What differences exist, if any, between Cohort 1 Bilingual/Dual Language Program and
Structured English Immersion teacher practices after their participation in SEAL’s professional learning
opportunities?
Study 3 (Brief 8):  What are teachers’ perceptions of their knowledge and skills in teaching culturally and
linguistically diverse students?
3. Student Outcomes
Study 1 (Brief 9): What are the 2018-19 outcomes and growth, in English Language Development,
English Language Arts, and Mathematics, of Grade 2, 3 and 4 SEAL students, who began K in 2013-14,
2014-15 or 2015-16 and have remained in a SEAL school in the same district?
Study 2 (Brief 10): What is the difference, if any, between students in Structured English Immersion and
Bilingual (including bilingual and dual-language) programs in the sample groups identified in Student
Outcomes Study 1?
Study 3 (Brief 11): What is the difference, if any, in growth in Spanish language development for students
in BIL compared to SEI, based on pre and post assessment for three sample groups with annual data
from 2016-2019?
Study 4 (Brief 12): What growth from pre to post assessments was made by samples of PreK and TK
students in 2016-17?
Data Collection and Analysis 
Data collection began in fall of 2015 and concluded in 2020. Quantitative data sources included: (1)  the OPAL©7, 
(2) Teacher Survey, (3) Coach-Facilitator Survey, (4) District Leader and Principal Surveys, (5) District Leader and
Principal Implementation – Sustainability Survey, (6) the DOI Tool, and (7) student data obtained from SEAL
school districts. Quantitative data recorded from classroom observations, various survey efforts, and the DOI
were entered on Excel spreadsheets. Descriptive analyses of the quantitative data were conducted using the
IBM SPSS Statistic 22 software. Composite Means scores and Overall Domain scores were calculated for both
the OPAL© data and the DOI data. Descriptive analysis of the quantitative data provided insights on levels of
implementation of research-based practices at all levels—classroom, site, and district. Qualitative data sources
included the OPAL©, Teacher Survey, Coach-Facilitator Survey, and the District Leader and Principal Surveys.
Content analytic procedures were used to analyze OPAL© qualitative data in order to generate themes and
patterns across classrooms (Hutchinson, 2001)8. Open-ended responses from surveys were coded and analyzed
similarly.
See Appendix E for Cohort 1, 2, and 3 Data Collection Overview. 
7 Lavadenz, M. & Armas, E. G. (2010, 2012). The observation protocol for academic literacies: Conceptual framework and validation report. Center for Equity for 
English Learners, Loyola Marymount University.  The OPAL© is a validated classroom observation measure that consists of a standard framework based on four EL 
research-based domains: (1) Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum, (2) Connections, (3) Comprehensibility; and (4) Interactions. See SEAL Classroom Observation 
Research & Evaluation Brief 6 for more information.
8 Hutchinson, S. (2001). Education and grounded theory. In R. Sherman & R.B. Webb (Eds.), Qualitative research in education: Focus and methods. Routledge Falmer.  
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Research Evaluation Assumptions, Delimitations and Limitations 
Assumptions 
Underlying assumptions to the evaluation efforts of the SEAL Model were that teachers would be fully trained 
in six SEAL Modules over the course of two years.  SEAL Coach-Facilitators followed a similar professional 
learning trajectory as teachers, and engaged in additional SEAL-wide learning experiences specific to their role. 
Further, it is assumed that district and site-leaders participated in key SEAL Replication Model learning sessions 
and activities. For longitudinal student outcome data, the assumption is that students would have had at least 
four SEAL-trained teachers, with 1-2 years of training, between grades K-3rd.  Finally, SEAL Model evaluation 
efforts also assumed that the Model would be supplementary to, and not a substitute or replacement for, 
existing programs for ELs (e.g., Structured English Immersion, Bilingual, Dual Language).  
Delimitations 
The SEAL Replication Model is designed as a two-year professional development and implementation cycle 
delivered over a three-year period. This evaluation study has been delimited to investigating teacher and 
student outcome data for Cohorts 1–3 who participated in SEAL training during the designated implementation 
periods as detailed above. Further, this study collected data on SEAL implementation from coach-facilitator, 
principal and district leaders’ surveys to include perceptions about implementation after completion of the 
requisite foundational 3-year SEAL training (see Logic Model Component 2 above). 
Limitations 
Given the SEAL Replication Model implementation occurred across three Cohorts who each began 
implementation during different time frames and while the model underwent continued refinement, any cross-
district comparison in the research briefs that follow should be interpreted with caution.  Overall limitations of 
this series of studies are identified as follows: 
• The implementation of the SEAL Replication Model for SEAL districts and schools ranged from those who
began implementation in 2013-14 (Cohort 1) to Cohort 3 who began implementation in 2016-17.
• There were differences in the provision of student language acquisition programs (bilingual/dual
language or primarily English) throughout the evaluation period (2013–2019). That is, some districts and
schools were refining or expanding their bilingual/dual language programs at the same time as this
evaluation project was being conducted.
• Systematic collection of professional learning attendance records for teachers and leaders became more
consistent as the evaluation project evolved; as such, evaluators relied on project leads or self-reported
attendance records to verify minimum professional learning completion targets.
There are several other limitations related to the Teacher Development Studies. The matched pre-post OPAL© 
Teacher data used in Brief 6 is a small sample (n=59) as it only includes OPAL© data from classrooms where 
teachers completed the cycle (attended six SEAL modules and unit development days) over two years; the small 
sample size limits the generalizability of research findings. In addition, SEAL offers two supplemental 
professional development opportunities that are optional for teachers in SEAL districts to attend—the launch 
and summer bridge. Although SEAL leadership reports that many teachers attend these additional sessions, 
attendance records were not available. As a result, teacher program completers may not be a homogeneous 
group. This limitation may be a consideration when interpreting results of the matched pre-post classroom 
observation study (Brief 6).  
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Other limitations for the student outcome studies include variations within and across districts in the training 
and experience of assessors who conducted the CELDT assessment of young students, and their accuracy in 
scoring the assessments and keeping student records.  Similarly, given that the ELPACs replaced CELDT as the 
new assessment in 2017-18, there may have been wide variations across schools and districts in the training for 
teachers to conduct the assessments and in how the assessments were conducted.  For student data, there 
were differences in district data systems and in the expertise of district staff who provided data sets for 
longitudinal analyses, thus creating more data points that needed to be reconciled, or that were not available. 
Part Four: Report Structure 
This final section describes how this Research and Evaluation report is structured. It provides an outline of each 
section and 12 research briefs that make up this final report, including details such as the focus and connection 
to the SEAL Logic Model components. 
Section 1: Research and Evaluation Context and Study Design. This preceding section is the first of five sections 
that introduces the full report and its corresponding components. 
Section 2:  Leader Perspectives and Depth of Implementation Studies.  This section contains Briefs 1–5 focused 
on participating school leaders’ perspectives on systems-level implementation of the SEAL Model. Collectively, 
these briefs address components 1, 2, and 7 of the SEAL logic model, namely: Continue Developing the SEAL 
Team, Program Vision, and Infrastructure; Build Alignment and Systemic Capacity In and Across SEAL Districts 
and Sites; and Generate Knowledge, Develop Policy, and Advocacy. 
Section 3: Teacher Development Studies.  This section describes teacher development and implementation of 
the SEAL Model.  It consists of Briefs 6–8. Collectively, these briefs address components 3 and 4 of the SEAL 
Logic Model, namely: Professional Learning and Curriculum and Instructional Strategies. 
Section 4: Student Outcomes Studies. This section presents results from all student outcomes studies. It 
consists of Briefs 9–12. Collectively, these briefs address the desired long-term student outcomes of the SEAL 
Model, specifically the development of student oral language and literacy in English, with simultaneous L1 
support or L1 instruction for Bilingual Dual Language students, and student achievement in content areas in 
English or in L1 for Bilingual/Dual Language students. 
Section 5:  Conclusions and Recommendations.  Overall summary of findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations are presented here. 
Technical appendices are included within each respective section and are comprised of additional analyses 
and/or instruments used for each type of study. 
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This Section is based on the 4-Year External Research and Evaluation Study 
conducted by the Center for Equity for English Learners at Loyola Marymount University 
and Wexford Institute for the Sobrato Family Foundation. 
http://www.wexford.org         http://soe.lmu.edu/centers/ceel/ http://www.sobrato.com/SEAL
Section 1 Recommended Citation: Center for Equity for English Learners, Loyola Marymount University & Wexford 
Institute. SEAL 4-Year research and evaluation context and study design (Section 1). In Center for Equity for English 
Learners, Loyola Marymount University & Wexford Institute, Sobrato Early Academic Language (SEAL) Model: Final 
report of findings from a four-year study.  doi: https://doi.org/10.15365/ceel.seal2020 
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Sobrato Early Academic Language (SEAL) Model 
Research and Evaluation Final Report 
Section 1:  SEAL 4-Year Research and Evaluation 
Context and Study Design 
Appendices 
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Collaborative Research Design 
The collaborative established in 2015 between the LMU Center for Equity for English Learners (CEEL) and the 
Wexford Institute affords SEAL the opportunity to align research and evaluation efforts to maximize data 
collection and analyses. This collaborative requires efficiency in accessibility and availability of data sources, and 
SEAL responsiveness at the organization, district, and school levels. To this end, a delineation of roles and cross-
organizational collaboration and responsibilities was developed together with the SEAL leadership team. CEEL 
and Wexford define Collaborative Research as the process of systemic inquiry that is interactive, generative, 
engages the SEAL Leadership, university, SEAL schools, and research partners in multiple research methods in 
order to maximize learning for all stakeholders. Appendix A below illustrates the model for Collaborative 
Research Design.  
S1. Appendix A 
Collaborative Research Design 
Joint Analyses 
and Reports
Student Impact 
Studies
Teacher Impact 
Studies
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Depth of Implementation Tool (DOI) 
The LMU|CEEL team collaborated with the SEAL Leadership team to lead the redesign of the SEAL DOI tool 
between 2015 and 2017 using both an implementation science framework1 and adapted Innovation 
Configuration Map processes2.  The development team used qualitative content validation processes to ensure 
that SEAL DOI tool constructs and associated indicators were aligned with the research-based practices and 
strategies identified in the SEAL model along with implementation science processes and scales. The resultant 
SEAL DOI tool is intended to capture data on the levels of implementation of the SEAL Model and can be used 
at the project, district, and site level. The SEAL DOI tool is comprised of six focus areas and corresponding 
research-based key indicators of classroom and instructional practices that align with SEAL’s Foundational 
Principles and Eleven High Leverage Practices as measured through a four-point scale representing levels of 
implementation. 
S1. Appendix B 
SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI) Tool 
1 Fixen, D. L., Naoom, S. F., Blase, K. A., Friedman, R. M., & Wallace, F. (2005). Implementation research: A synthesis of the literature (Publication No. 231). University
of   South Florida Louis de la Parte Florida Mental Health Institute, The National Implementation Research Network. 
2 Hall, G.E., & Hord, S.M. (2006).  Implementing change:  Patterns, principles, and potholes (2nd ed.).  Allyn and Bacon. 
1 2 
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S1. Appendix B (cont’d) 
SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI) Tool 
3 
4 
5 
6 
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S1. Appendix B (cont’d) 
SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI) Tool 
7 8 
9 10 
Section 1 | Appendix C 1 
Section 1 - Appendix C 
Feasibility Study Results 
In order to carry out the feasibility analysis, the CEEL and Wexford teams engaged in five cross-research sessions 
between January and August 2019, to review and consider the following:  
• Original and revised research and evaluation study
• CEEL and Wexford data sets
• Intersection of datasets by cohort
• Considerations of additional data by cohort
Appendix C overviews the intersection between CEEL and Wexford’s research and evaluation studies and 
highlights the data sources for cross-research.  The color scheme (see note for color scheme delineation) 
indicates whether the intersection of the data sources provides an opportunity to conduct feasible and viable 
cross-research analyses.  
S1. Appendix C 
Results of Feasibility Study/Analysis of CEEL and Wexford Cross-Data 
DATA SOURCES 
Sustainability 
Surveys 
(Principal & 
Districts) 
Leader Surveys 
(Principal & 
Districts) 
All Cohorts 
Student Longitudinal Data 
C1 (Gr 3, 4, 5) abc   
C2 (Gr 3, 4) abc   
C3 (Gr 3) bc 
OPAL© Data 
C1 - post (PreK–3rd) 
C3 - pre-post (PreK–3rd) Aggregated across cohorts 
C1 
Post-
OPAL© 
X 
C2 
NA 
C3 
Pre-Post 
OPAL© 
X 
Teacher Survey 
C1 - Mixed with C2 
C2 - Gr 2–3 disaggregated 
C3 - Disaggregated 
Aggregated across cohorts C1 X 
C2 
Partial 
Gr 2-3 
C3 
X 
Coach Survey 
All Cohorts Aggregated across 
cohorts 
Aggregated across 
cohorts; mapped 
onto DOI 1B Overall Results 
DOI Ratings 
(Area 1A District-level, Area 1B 
Site-level, Area 2 Professional 
Development, Area 3 Curriculum, 
Area 6 Family) 
C1 
C3 
C1 and C3 
X 
C1 
X 
C2 
NA 
C3 
X 
Note. Yellow = Feasible and viable; Salmon = Need additional review to determined feasibility; Gray = Not feasible; C1, C2, C3 = Cohort 1, 2, 3. 
a SLD (LAS-Links)
b CELDT/ELPAC 
c SBAC 
Section 1 | Appendix C 2 
Feasibility Study Conclusion 
The full report describing the results from feasibility study analysis conducted by CEEL and Wexford describing 
the areas of cross-research inquiry can be read here. Two cross-research study areas were found to be feasible 
(1) Teacher-Student Data: Aggregated OPAL© & Aggregated Student, Cohort 3 data
(2) Leaders Perspective Data: Focused on DOI Area 1B
The Research and Evaluation Advisory discussed the findings and implications of the Feasibility Study and 
recommended that the Cross-Research study “Leaders’ Perspectives Study: Focused on DOI Area 1B” would 
proceed. 
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SEAL Districts and Schools 
Twelve school districts in California participated in SEAL Replication Model. Appendix D identifies all of the 
districts and schools that participated in this 4-year Research and Evaluation effort of the SEAL Model. The 
schools are organized by the cohort in which they were involved and their SEAL implementation timeline. 
S1. Appendix D 
Districts and Schools Participating in SEAL by Cohort (1, 2, and 3) 
Cohort 1 Schools 
Began SEAL in 2013-14 
Cohort 2 Schools 
Began SEAL in 2014-15 
Cohort 3 Schools 
Began SEAL in 2015-16 
Oak Grove School District 
Christopher 
Miner 
Edenvale 
Stipe 
Anderson 
Glider 
Baldwin 
Hayes 
Del Roble 
Ledesma 
Frost 
Parkview 
Sakamoto 
Santa Theresa 
Redwood City School District 
Selby Lane 
Taft 
Adelante 
Hawes 
Fair Oaks 
Orion 
John Gill 
Roosevelt 
San Lorenzo Unified School District 
Colonial Acres 
Corvallis 
Hesperian 
Hillside 
Grant 
Bay 
Dayton 
Del Rey 
Lorenzo Manor 
Santa Clara Unified School District 
George Mayne 
Scott Lane 
Franklin McKinley School District 
Santee 
Los Arboles 
McKinley 
Dahl 
San Rafael City School District 
Venetia Valley 
Coleman 
Sun Valley 
Bahia Vista 
San Pedro 
Laurel Dell 
Mountain View School District 
Cogswell 
Miramonte 
Parkview 
Baker 
La Primaria 
Maxson 
Monte Vista 
Payne 
Twin Lakes 
Voohris 
Berryessa Union School District 
Cherrywood 
Summerdale 
Laneview 
Evergreen School District 
Dove Hill Holly Oak 
Fillmore Unified School District 
Mountain Vista 
Piru 
Rio Vista 
San Cayetano 
Gilroy Unified School District 
Eliot Glenview 
Milpitas Unified School District 
Burnett 
Spangler 
Weller 
TOTALS FOR EACH COHORT 
4 Districts 6 Districts 10 Districts 
13 Schools 23 Schools 31 Schools 
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Data Collection Overview 
Data collection began in fall of 2015 and concluded in 2020. Quantitative data sources included: (1) the OPAL©, 
(2) Teacher Survey, (3) Coach-Facilitator Survey, (4) District Leader and Principal Surveys, (5) District Leader and
Principal Implementation – Sustainability Survey, (6) the DOI Tool, and (7) student data obtained from SEAL
school districts. Qualitative data sources included the OPAL©, Teacher Survey, Coach-Facilitator Survey, and the
District Leader and Principal Surveys. Data collection varied slightly by Cohort as captured in Appendix E.
S1. Appendix E 
Cohort 1, 2, and 3 Data Collection Overview 
Cohort 1
(Y1 2013-14, Y2 2014-15, 
Y3 2015-16)
13 schools
OPAL© POST-Observation ONLY
BIL & SEI
Spring 2016 Post-Observations
Teacher Survey
Spring 2016 
(PreK–3rd)
CELDT/ELPAC Cohorts in 2018-19
Cohorts for 2015-16 (Gr. 3), 
2016-17 (Gr. 2)  & 
2017-18  (Gr. 1)
SBAC-CAASPP  Cohorts in 2018-19
2015-16, Gr. 3 (full treatment)
2014-15, Gr. 4 (88% treatment)
2013-14, Gr. 5 (50% treatment)
LAS Links Español (Gr. K–5)
collected 15-16, 16-17, 17-18, 18-19
pre-LAS English & Spanish, PreK–TK 
collected 2015-16 & 2016-17
Leader Perpectives:
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*SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey
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Leader Perpectives:
*Distrist Leader Surveys
*SEAL Principal Surveys
*SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey
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(Y1 2015-16, Y2 2016-17, 
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2nd–3rd:  Pre-Fall 2016; 
Post Fall 2018
Teacher Survey
Spring 2017 (PreK–1)
Teacher Survey Spring 2018 
(2nd–3rd)
CELDT/ELPAC Cohorts in 2018-19
Cohorts for 
2016-17 (Gr. 2)  & 2017-18  (Gr. 1)
SBAC - CAASPP Cohort in 2018-19
2015-16, Gr. 3 (50% treatment)
LAS Links Español (Gr. K–5)
collected 15-16, 16-17, 17-18, 18-19
pre-LAS English & Spanish, PreK–TK 
collected 2015-16 & 2016-17
Leader Perpectives:
*Distrist Leader Surveys
*SEAL Principal Surveys
*SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey
DEPTH OF 
IMPLEMENTATION 
SAMPLING
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Section 2 Executive Summary:  Leader Perspectives on System-Level Implementation Studies 1
Wexford Institute (Wexford) and Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners (CEEL) 
jointly conducted an external evaluation of the Sobrato Early Academic Language Model (SEAL) Replication 
Model that began in 2013-14, was implemented through 2016-17, and continued implementation and 
sustainability efforts since then.  To gain information on the level of SEAL implementation and sustainability in 
these districts and their participating schools five studies were conducted, all utilizing instruments aligned to 
the Depth of Implementation Tool (DOI)1.    
Summary of key findings from each of the five studies on leaders’ perspectives on system-level implementation: 
Ø Study #1 - Depth of Implementation (DOI) District and Site-Level Profiles (Brief 1):
Increased levels of classroom implementation of EL research-based practices 
• An analysis of site-level systems ratings by district revealed that, while there is a range of mean scores
across schools within a given district, three out of five districts are Approaching Consistency in
implementing the SEAL Model after two years of implementation, as measured by the DOI Tool 
Ø Study #2 - SEAL District Leader and Principal Spring 2018 Implementation Survey Results (Brief 2):
Districts and School sites implementing SEAL at partial to consistent levels 
• Approximately two-thirds of SEAL district leaders perceived district implementation of SEAL at consistent to
sustainability levels 
• About half of SEAL principals reported their schools implemented SEAL at consistent to sustainability levels
Ø Study #3 -SEAL District Leader and Principal Fall 2019 Implementation and Sustainability Results (Brief 3):
Districts and Schools sites implementing and sustaining SEAL approaching consistent levels 
• Approximately two-thirds of SEAL district leaders perceived district implementation of SEAL at the
consistent level (none at the sustainability level) 
• Approximately 60% of principals indicated their schools implemented of SEAL at consistent to sustainability
levels 
• District leaders and principals had high levels of agreement on SEAL impact they had seen on instruction
and for children, teachers, and families 
Ø Study #4 - SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey Results (Brief 4):
Coach-Facilitator role increases the Site-level implementation of the SEAL Model 
• Addressing structural and interpersonal barriers supports the SEAL Coach-Facilitators’ role
• Collective knowledge and ownership at the systems-level increases their degree of SEAL Model
implementation 
Ø Study #5 - Leader Perspectives of Depth of Implementation for DOI AREA 1B (Brief 5):
High levels of articulation, coherence, and intentional planning for sustainability 
• High levels of agreement related to SEAL articulation and coherence, intentional planning, and values, goals,
and principles for sustainability and refinement 
• Leaders report low levels of use of the DOI or classroom data to analyze the impact of SEAL practices
1 The SEAL DOI tool was developed to capture data on the levels of implementation of the SEAL Model and can be used at the project, district, and site level. The tool 
is comprised of six focus areas that are measured on a four-point scale ranging from Level 1 (no implementation) to Level 4 (sustainable implementation). 
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Introduction to the SEAL Leader Perspectives on Systems-Level Implementation Studies 
Research Focus 
In 2010 the Wallace Foundation2 supported an evaluation study “to identify the nature of successful education 
leadership and to better understand how much leadership can improve educational practices and student 
learning” (Louis & Leithwood, 2010).  The framework that guided that study (shown in Figure 1) is based on 
earlier evidence of the systemic factors influencing student learning outcomes.  
Figure 1 
Leadership Influences on Student Learning 
Selected key findings from the study are highlighted below. 
School and District Leadership 
“School leadership, from formal and informal sources, helps to shape school conditions (including, for example, goals, 
culture, and structures) and classroom conditions (including the content of instruction, the size of classrooms, and the 
pedagogy used by teachers)” (Louis & Leithwood, 2010). 
District policies and practices around instruction are sufficiently powerful that they can be felt, indirectly, by teachers 
as stronger and more directed leadership behaviors by principals.  Higher performing districts tend to be led by district 
staff who coordinate district support for school improvement across organizational units (e.g., supervision, curriculum 
and instruction, staff development, human resources) in relation to district priorities, expectations for professional 
practice, and a shared understanding of the goals and needs of specific schools. 
Collective leadership has a stronger influence on student achievement than individual leadership. 
The SEAL Replication Model, as described by the SEAL Logic Model, is a systemic approach to develop and sustain 
high-quality programs for English Learners (EL). District and school leadership have long been recognized as 
critical parts of our complex public education system.  Because of the critical roles district and school leadership 
play in successfully implementing and sustaining programs, including SEAL, part of the four-year SEAL Research 
and Evaluation Design focused on the systemic nature of district and school leadership across SEAL districts and 
schools.  The focus was  limited to data collection through surveys for district leaders, principals and SEAL coach-
facilitators.  The research briefs in Section 2 report on findings from the five studies, which included examination 
of the perspectives of SEAL district leaders, principals, and coach-facilitators.  
2 Louis, K.S. & Leithwood, K. (2010), Learning from leadership: Investigating the links to improved student learning  (Final Report of Research to the Wallace 
Foundation).  University of Minnesota, Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement.
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The data collection instruments for the studies were aligned to the DOI 
tool, which reflects the SEAL Logic Model components and implementation 
research.  The CEEL team led the redesign of the SEAL DOI, as part of this 
research effort, between 2015 and 2017, using both an implementation 
science framework3 and adapted Innovation Configuration Map 
processes4.  The DOI focuses on six areas.  In addition to its use as a basis 
for the research instruments, it was introduced to SEAL districts and 
schools as a formative tool to collect evidence and identify areas to deepen 
and refine SEAL implementation within and across sites.  
The five studies capture data about the implementation of the SEAL Replication Model at the project, district, 
and site level, using processes and instruments reflecting the DOI.  Originally the first four studies were designed 
as independent studies to provide feedback to SEAL on leader perspectives of SEAL implementation levels.  The 
fifth study, a cross-research analysis, was designed in 2019 to determine the feasibility of connecting common 
data points from Studies 2, 3, and 4.  That analysis found common data points related to DOI Area 1B: 
Leadership: Site Level Systems.  Figure 2 provides an overview of the alignment between the leader perspectives 
studies and the DOI Tool.  
Figure 2 
Leaders’ Perspectives on Systems-Level Implementation Studies and Alignment to SEAL DOI Tool 
Overview of the Research Briefs 
The five research and briefs that follow present findings on leaders’ perspectives of district-level and site-level 
implementation of the SEAL Replication Model from 2014-2019. While each study has a research brief of its 
own, this executive summary highlights key findings from each.  
3 Fixen, D. L., Naoom, S. F., Blase, K. A., Friedman, R. M., & Wallace, F. (2005). Implementation research: A synthesis of the literature (Publication #231). University of 
South Florida Louis de la Parte Florida Mental Health Institute: The National Implementation Research Network.  
4 Hall, G.E., & Hord, S.M. (2006). Implementing change: Patterns, principles, and potholes (2nd ed.).  Allyn and Bacon.  
Leaders Perspectives Briefs:
Study 1:  Depth of Implementation District and 
Site-Level Profiles (Brief 1) 
DOI Areas 1 , 2, 3, and 6
Study 2:  SEAL District Leader and Principal Spring 
2018 Implementation Survey Results (Brief 2 )
DOI Areas 1-6
Study 3:  SEAL District Leader and Principal Fall 
2019 Implementation and Sustainability Results 
(Brief 3)
DOI Areas 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6
Study 4:  SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey Results 
(Brief 4)
DOI Areas 1-6
Study 5:  Leader Perspecrives of Depth of 
Implementation for DOI Area 1B (Brief 5)
DOI  Area 1
Leadership 
(DOI Area 1)
Professional Learning
(DOI Area 2)
Curriculum
(DOI Area 3)
Instruction 
(DOI Area 4)
Environment
(DOI Area 5)
Family Partnerships 
(DOI Area 6)
SEAL Depth of 
Implementation 
(DOI)  Alignment
SEAL DOI Tool Areas 
Area 1: Leadership 
Area 2: Professional Learning 
Area 3: Curriculum 
Area 4: Instruction 
Area 5: Environment 
Area 6: Family Partnerships 
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Leader Perspectives and Depth of Implementation Study 1:  SEAL Depth of 
Implementation (Brief 1) 
The SEAL Depth of Implementation study (Brief 1) sought to answer the following research question: What 
differences are found in the implementation of SEAL practices across schools and/or districts, as measured 
by the revised SEAL Depth of Implementation Tool?  To answer this question, a SEAL Depth of Implementation 
(DOI) Tool was developed by the LMU-CEEL research team to measure the degree of implementation of the 
SEAL Model across schools and districts as part of the continuous improvement process.  The DOI Tool allows 
for a mixed-methods approach to answer the research question; for this study, only the quantitative data were 
analyzed.  The DOI Tool allows the user to collect data and other evidence for district- and site-level SEAL 
implementation in six areas: (1 A) District-Level Leadership, (1B) Site-Level Leadership, (2) Professional Learning, 
(3) Curriculum, (4) Instruction, (5) Environment, and (6) Family Partnerships.  Implementation level ratings are
assigned on a four-point scale ranging from Level 1 (no implementation) to Level 4 (sustainable implementation).
Five SEAL districts in California fit the sampling criteria for this study.  A district composite means was calculated
for each district from the overall mean scores for DOI Areas 1B, 2, 3, and 6.  An analysis of site-level systems
ratings by district reveals that although there is a range of mean scores across schools within a given district,
three out of five districts are approaching consistency in implementing the SEAL Model after two years of
implementation, as measured by the DOI Tool.  Key findings are highlighted in Figure 3 below:
Figure 3 
Comparison of Composite District Means for DOI Areas 1B, 2, 3, and 6 
Level 1 
No Implementation 
Level 2 
Partial 
Implementation 
Level 3 
Consistent 
Implementation 
Level 4 
Sustainable 
Implementation 
None 
1.00–1.49 
Approaching 
Partial 
1.50–1.99 
Partial 
2.00–2.49 
Approaching 
Consistent 
2.50–2.99 
Consistent 
3.00–3.49 
Approaching 
Sustainable 
3.50–3.99 
Sustainable 
4.00 
District A 
(Composite Mean = 2.82) 
 District B 
(Composite Mean = 2.97) 
 District C 
(Composite Mean = 2.46) 
 District D 
(Composite Mean = 2.43) 
 District E 
(Composite Mean = 2.64) 
Note. Given the scope of this study, the research team considered the feasibility of data collection and limited the focus to four of the six SEAL DOI areas. 
For more information about this study and a more detailed description of findings, read the Leader Perspectives 
on System-Level Implementation Study 1: SEAL Depth of Implementation (Brief 1). 
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Leader Perspectives on Systems-Level Implementation Study 2: SEAL District Leader and 
Principal Spring 2018 Implementation Survey Results (Brief 2) 
The SEAL District Leader and Principal Spring 2018 Implementation Survey Results Brief sought to answer the 
following research question: In 2018, what were the perceptions of SEAL district leaders and principals 
regarding levels of implementation of the SEAL Model, based on the SEAL DOI tool?  The district leader and 
principal surveys were aligned to each other and to each area of the DOI (Areas 1-6).  Survey data from both 
role groups were summarized and analyzed to find areas of agreement—both in items rated highest by both 
groups, and items rated lowest by both groups.  Figure 4 below displays key findings for this study.   
Figure 4  
Leader Perspectives Related to SEAL Implementation in Spring 2018 – All DOI Areas 
Additionally, district leaders and principals also agreed that SEAL is supported at the district level through: 
district policies aligned with SEAL values and goals; resource allocation for the implementation of SEAL; district 
intentional planning to implement and sustain SEAL; and, integration of SEAL into district systems and practices. 
For more information about this study and a more detailed description of findings, read the District Leader and 
Principal Spring 2018 Implementation Survey Results (Brief 2). 
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Leader Perspectives on Systems-Level Implementation Study 3: SEAL District Leader and 
Principal Fall 2019 Implementation and Sustainability Survey Results (Brief 3) 
The SEAL District Leader and Principal Spring 2019 Implementation and Sustainability Survey Result Brief sought 
to answer the following research question: In 2019, what were the perceptions of SEAL district leaders and 
SEAL principals regarding levels of implementation and sustainability of the SEAL Model, based on the SEAL 
DOI tool?  The district leader and principal survey were aligned to each other and to the DOI Areas 1A and 1B. 
Survey data from both role groups were summarized and analyzed to find areas of agreement on survey items 
rated highest and lowest by both groups.  Figure 5 highlights key findings of leaders’ perspectives of SEAL impact 
and implementation at their respective districts and schools. 
Figure 5 
District and Site Leader Perspectives on Impact and Implementation, Fall 2019 
High levels of Agreement 
DOI Areas 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 
Impact Implementation 
Leadership 
• Allocation of resources, district policies,
and intentional district planning are
conducted to sustain SEAL
• District and site leaders work together to
lead and support SEAL implementation 
and sustainability 
 District-level 
• District policies, planning, and resources to
support and sustain SEAL
• District and site collaboration to implement and
sustain SEAL
• District provides guidance and support for the
value of bilingualism and cultural diversity
• PD for teachers new to SEAL
Teachers 
• Greater teacher collaboration and
improvements in teaching for ELs
• Greater teacher engagement and
satisfaction
• Improvements in teaching for ELs
Students 
• Greater access and engagement with
academic content
• Greater rigor, complexity, and amount
of language production
• More joyful, confident, and engaged
students
  Site-level 
• Knowledge of evidence-based practices and
measures were not consistently used to select
assessments and monitor EL progress
• DOI is not used consistently to gather data about
SEAL implementation, continuous improvement,
sustainabilityFamilies 
• Strengthened family engagement
For more information about this study and a more detailed description of findings, read the Teacher 
Development and Implementation SEAL District Leader and Principal Fall 2019 Implementation and 
Sustainability Survey Results (Brief 3). 
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Leader Perspectives and Depth of Implementation Study 4: SEAL Coach-Facilitator Skills 
and Implementation (Brief 4) 
The role of the SEAL Coach-Facilitator is to support teacher implementation of EL research-based classroom 
practices.  They extend SEAL teachers’ professional learning, facilitate unit development, conduct classroom 
observations, and provide demonstration lessons.  SEAL Coach-Facilitators attend professional learning sessions 
alongside their classroom teachers.  Additionally, SEAL Coach-Facilitators attend statewide SEAL network 
trainings that provide professional learning on the foundations of the SEAL Model, implementation 
considerations, tools for site-based support and reflection, and other information on current initiatives and 
policies related to EL teaching and learning.  The SEAL Coach-Facilitator plays an integral role in the site-level 
implementation of the SEAL Model. Therefore, the SEAL Coach-Facilitator Skills and Implementation Study (Brief 
4) was designed to answer the following research question: What are SEAL Coach-Facilitators’ perceptions
about (1) their skills, and (2) the overall effectiveness of SEAL Model implementation at the site- and
classroom-levels? Use of a SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey allowed for a mixed-methods approach to explore this
research question. Figure 6 illuminates key findings.
Figure 6 
Coach-Facilitators’ Perceived Skills and Implementation of the SEAL Model – Key Findings 
Addressing Structural and 
Interpersonal Barriers Supports 
SEAL Coach-Facilitators’ Role
Collective Knowledge and 
Ownership at the Systems-Level 
Increases Degree of SEAL Model 
Implementation 
• Develop coaches’ knowledge about
SEAL in advance of their work with
teachers
• Build relationships before coaching
• Manage coaching responsibilities
• Deepen leaders’ understanding of the
SEAL Model
• Increase district support and
involvement
For more information about this study and a more detailed description of findings, read the Leader 
Perspectives on System-Level Implementation Study #4: SEAL Coach-Facilitator Skills and Implementation 
(Brief 4). 
“I think coaches should have a crash course of all 
modules over a summer before being asked to 
coach SEAL implementation at a high level. 
Spending time in a classroom where SEAL is fully 
integrated would be helpful.” 
“[We need] for our district to be more involved in 
the SEAL implementation at our school. Good 
leadership that understands and respects the 
coaches’ priorities.”  
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Leader Perspectives and Depth of Implementation Study 5:  Cross-Research Analysis- 
Leader Perspectives of SEAL Site-Level Implementation and Sustainability (Brief 5) 
The Cross-Research Analysis: Leader Perspectives of SEAL Site-Level Implementation and Sustainability Study 
(Brief 5) sought to answer the following research question: What are the perceptions of district leaders, 
principals, and coach-facilitators regarding site-level implementation of the SEAL Model?  To answer this 
question, CEEL and Wexford conducted a cross-research analysis of descriptive statistics from datasets obtained 
from the following surveys: (1) CEEL’s Coach-Facilitator Survey, (2) Wexford’s Principal Survey, (3) Wexford’s 
District Leader Survey, (4) Wexford’s Principal Implementation and Sustainability Survey, and (5) Wexford’s 
District Leader Implementation and Sustainability Survey.  CEEL and Wexford utilized the SEAL Depth of 
Implementation (DOI) Tool to guide the investigation on the perspectives of site and district leaders who began 
SEAL implementation from 2013-14 through 2015-16.  Specifically, DOI Area 1B Site-Level Leadership and its 
indicators were used as a framework for their cross-research analysis.  Overall, results appear to indicate 
perceptions of sustainability and refinement vary by role, frequency, and effectiveness.  Key findings for other 
site-level leadership indicators related to SEAL implementation and sustainability are highlighted in Figure 7 
below: 
Figure 7 
Leader Perspectives of SEAL Site-Level Implementation and Sustainability – Key Findings 
For more information about this study and a more detailed description of findings, read the full Leader 
Perspectives and Depth of Implementation Study 5: Cross-Research Analysis- Leader Perspectives of SEAL Site-
Level Implementation and Sustainability Study (Brief 5). 
DOI AREA 1B 
LEADERSHIP: 
Site-Level Systems 
Consideration 
of SEAL Values, 
Goals, and 
Principals
! Role groups closest to the 
classrooms had higher levels of 
agreement about school policies 
and decisions taking SEAL values 
and goals into consideration, 
although coach-facilitators report 
low frequency of collaboration
Articulation 
and 
Coherence
•District leaders, principals, and coach-
facilitators report high levels of 
agreement regarding the presence of 
coherence, alignment, and centering 
of SEAL to PreK–3rd grade school
initiatives/services/ resources
Intentional 
Sustainability 
and 
Refinement
•Although all role groups perceived 
high levels of implementation, coach-
facilitators felt most effective in 
intentional planning time and 
collaboration than in levels of 
implementation to support 
sustainability and refinement;  Lower 
levels of agreement were reported 
for use of the DOI/data analysis to 
support SEAL implementation
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
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Conclusion 
 
Section 2 of the report presents findings from five related studies on leaders’ perspectives of district-level and 
site-level implementation of the SEAL Replication Model from 2014–2019.  The findings from the five studies 
indicate:  1) implementation of SEAL at the sites and districts ranged mostly from the partial to consistent levels 
of implementation; 2) there was high agreement that intentional planning occurred and that district and site 
collaboration were being implemented; 3) collective knowledge and ownership at the systems-level increases 
implementation of the SEAL Model; 4) the coach-facilitator plays an important leadership role in the 
implementation of the SEAL Model, and addressing structural and interpersonal barriers supports that role.  The 
full Leader Perspectives on Systems-Level Implementation studies are captured in the five research briefs that 
follow (Briefs 1-5).  Section 2 appendices provide supplementary information, including instruments as well as 
additional statistical data and research findings. 
 
The four-year research and evaluation effort, focused on SEAL replication in 67 schools in 12 districts.  In the 
broader picture of school reform efforts, the SEAL Model can be viewed as a large-scale, school-wide replication 
model, in which a lead agency like SEAL acts as a “hub” for support of the adoption of its model by a network of 
districts and schools.5 This type of replication model has aspects similar to those of SEAL replication being 
implemented at the schools and districts represented in the five studies.  The lead agency, schools, and districts 
are linked together by a common design for learning, working, and leadership.  Rather than rapid adoption, this 
type of replication model is, “a long-term enterprise in which program providers and schools collaborate to 
produce, use, improve, and retain practical knowledge” (Peurach & Glazer, 2011). 
 
Researchers have identified strategies that lead to higher levels of implementation for large-scale 
implementation.  Those strategies have already been used, to some degree, at SEAL schools.  In large-scale 
replication efforts, it is typical for there to be variability in how the model is implemented at each school.  Those 
variations can occur around factors related to all of the areas of the DOI.  Some of that variability and the 
similarities in implementation across schools and districts are apparent in leader perspectives described in the 
five research briefs.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
5
 Peurach, D.J. & Glazer J.L. (2011) Reconsidering replication: New perspectives on large-scale school improvement.  Springer Science+Business Media B.V. 
https://www.carnegiefoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Peurach_Glazer_2011_JEC.pdf 
This Section is based on the 4-Year External Research and Evaluation Study 
conducted by the Center for Equity for English Learners at Loyola Marymount University 
and Wexford Institute for the Sobrato Family Foundation. 
 
  
http://www.wexford.org         http://soe.lmu.edu/centers/ceel/ http://www.sobrato.com/SEAL 
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Leader Perspectives on System-Level Implementation 
SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI): Study #1 
Introduction to the SEAL Model and the 4-Year Research and Evaluation Effort 
The Sobrato Early Academic Language Model (SEAL) is a preschool through third grade model that powerfully 
develops students’ language, literacy and academic skills within the context of a whole-school initiative.  This 
intensive approach to language and literacy education is woven into all aspects of the school day where English 
Learners (EL) and native English students learn together.  The Model was first piloted in three schools in the 
Silicon Valley and an initial evaluation of the Model showed significant impact on student achievement, teacher 
practice, and parent literacy activities.  As a result of these pilot findings, SEAL developed a Replication Model, 
a comprehensive whole-school reform that is implemented systematically and includes teachers, coaches, 
principals, district leaders, and families.  
Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute conducted an 
external evaluation of the SEAL preschool through third grade Replication Model from fall 2015–fall 2019.   This 
comprehensive research and evaluation study addressed three broad areas: (1) Leader Perspectives and Depth 
of Implementation, (2) Teacher Development, and (3) Student Outcomes. Twelve districts and 67 schools across 
California participated.  This Research and Evaluation Final Report presents findings that will allow the SEAL 
team to institute its short- and long-term evaluation and research agenda based on the SEAL Logic Model and 
desired results for project management, decision-making, refinement, and expansion.   
The SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report is comprised of five sections presented in a series of briefs (See 
Figure 1) to maximize usability for multiple stakeholders. This brief is part of Section 2. 
Figure 1 
SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report Overview 
Section 2, Brief 1 - Research Focus 
This research and evaluation brief presents findings from the SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI) study 
intended to document evidence of systems change and sustainability of the SEAL model based on district- and 
site-leader perspectives.  Data were collected from 43 SEAL leaders responsible for SEAL model implementation 
at 18 schools in five SEAL districts.  We report on perceived levels of system-wide SEAL implementation across 
these sites. Part one provides an overview of the purpose and study methods, including approach, 
instrumentation, and participants. Part two presents descriptive findings related to perceived levels of SEAL 
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district- and site-level implementation as measured by the SEAL DOI. The final section provides a summary of 
findings and implications. 
Part One: Study Methods and Participants 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study was twofold: (1) to describe the process for the development of the SEAL Depth of 
Implementation (DOI) tool and (2) to describe how the DOI tool was used to examine levels of implementation 
of SEAL practices across schools and districts. In order to answer the research question for this study, the CEEL 
Research team first developed the SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI) tool intended to measure the degree of 
implementation of the SEAL model.  The Research and Evaluation Advisory collaborated with SEAL District 
Relations Administrators and Lead Trainers to determine the applied use of the SEAL DOI tool.  The ultimate 
objective of this study is to report the use of the DOI tool in determining levels of implementation of the SEAL 
Model to support both continuous improvement and sustainability.  
A Two-pronged Approach to Examining Leader Perspectives on SEAL Systems-Level Implementation 
Over the 4-year period, CEEL employed a two-pronged approach to enact this study. Phase One addressed 
instrument development, content validation, and protocols for the use of the DOI tool. A SEAL-wide DOI field 
test was conducted during this phase.  Phase Two encompassed an applied use of the SEAL DOI tool to conduct 
the study (see Figure 2).  Accordingly, this second phase allowed the team to pilot the SEAL DOI and 
corresponding protocols on a larger scale. 
Figure 2 
SEAL DOI Tool Development and Study Phases
PHASE ONE:
SEAL DOI Tool Development, Field Test, and Content Validation
(Sept. 2015 - Dec. 2017)
(1) Identified key SEAL research-based implementation components
to establish SEAL DOI areas
(2) Redesigned SEAL DOI Tool in consultation with SEAL Model 
development team
(3) Convened key SEAL lead trainers and coaches to review relevance
of DOI indicators and descriptors
(4) Conducted SEAL DOI Field Test and refined SEAL DOI
Administration and Interview Protocols
(5)  Achieved SEAL DOI Content Validation
PHASE TWO:
SEAL Depth of Implementation Study 
(Sept. 2018 - June 2019)
(1) Developed and refined SEAL DOI pilot protocols to conduct study
(2) Using purposeful sampling criteria, identified SEAL district and school DOI
study participants
(3) Identified interviewers, including SEAL district relations administrators,
lead trainers, and coordinators to conduct DOI Interviews
(4) Conducted DOI protocol and procedures training for interviewers
(5) Conducted DOI Interviews and data collection
(6) Conducted interviewer rating calibration sessions
(7) Engaged in iterative cycles of data collection and analysis
Leader Perspectives and Depth of Implementation Research and Evaluation Question 
What differences are found in the implementation of SEAL practices across schools and/or districts, as 
measured by the revised SEAL Depth of Implementation tool? 
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Phase One:  Development of the SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI) Tool 
The CEEL team led the redesign of the SEAL DOI tool between 2015 and 2017 using both an implementation 
science framework1  and adapted Innovation Configuration Map processes2.  The development team used 
qualitative content validation processes to ensure that SEAL DOI tool constructs and associated indicators were 
aligned with the research-based practices and strategies identified in the 
SEAL Model, along with implementation science processes and scales. The 
resultant SEAL DOI tool is intended to capture data on the levels of 
implementation of the SEAL Model and can be used at the project, district, 
and site level (see Section 2 - Appendix A SEAL Depth of Implementation 
(DOI) Tool). The SEAL DOI tool is comprised of six focus areas and 
corresponding key indicators of classroom and instructional practices. 
These six areas align EL research-based practices, evidenced in SEAL’s 
Foundational Principles and Eleven High Leverage Practices.  Levels of 
implementation are measured across a four-point scale (see Table 1). 
Table 1 
SEAL DOI Levels of Implementation 
Level Description 
Level 4: Sustainable Implementation Implementation is consistently strong overall and actions that support longevity of implementation are evident. 
Level 3: Consistent Implementation Implementation is strong overall; a few inconsistencies in 
implementation may be evident. 
Level 2: Partial Implementation Implementation is weak overall; a few emerging strengths. 
Level 1: No Implementation Implementation is not evident or very minimal. 
SEAL districts and schools strive to achieve sustainable levels of SEAL implementation.  As detailed in Section 1 
of this report, SEAL Model replication activities take place over the course of three years, and include a two-
year professional learning cycle for each participant role:  teacher, coach facilitator, principal, district leader, 
and others as identified by the district.  Because the SEAL Model necessitates refined and deeper-level learning 
to occur beyond the foundational three years, SEAL and participating districts may expand professional learning 
to address additional needs and ensure continuity in order to attain the highest level of implementation—
sustainable implementation. The SEAL DOI Tool provides an overall composite definition for sustainable 
implementation that represents facets of all six areas: 
• All stakeholders can explain and advocate for the SEAL Model, its research base, and implementation
strategy.
• The SEAL Model is maintained over time with sufficient fidelity to the model.
• Leadership and stakeholders plan for and address staff turnover to ensure sustainability.
• Policies support sustainability of the SEAL Model, including governance and resources (human, fiscal).
• The SEAL Model is adaptable to the shifting ecology of the district/school while maintaining fidelity to
the model.
1 Fixen, D. L., Naoom, S. F., Blase, K. A., Friedman, R. M., & Wallace, F. (2005). Implementation research: A synthesis of the literature (Publication #231). University of  
South Florida Louis de la Parte Florida Mental Health Institute: The National Implementation Research Network.  
2 Hall, G.E., & Hord, S.M. (2006).  Implementing change:  Patterns, principles, and potholes (2nd ed.).  Allyn and Bacon. 
SEAL DOI Tool 
Area 1: Leadership 
Area 2: Professional Learning 
Area 3: Curriculum 
Area 4: Instruction 
Area 5: Environment 
Area 6: Family Partnerships 
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SEAL project, district, and school leaders and stakeholders can gather evidence using the SEAL DOI Tool to 
determine progress toward achieving sustainability and use the aforementioned level of implementation 
descriptors to monitor, report, or reflect on their progress.  
Phase Two: The SEAL DOI Study Participants and Data Collection Processes 
The CEEL team collaborated with the SEAL Leadership team to identify a sampling of districts and schools for 
the SEAL DOI study.  Predetermined sampling criteria included the following: (1) longevity with SEAL (3+ years), 
(2) SEAL model implementation plan at the district and site-level, (3) 20–25% or more EL Population, (4) archived
OPAL© Classroom Observation and/or Teacher Survey sampling, (5) representation across counties, and (6)
representation of various geographic areas (e.g., city, suburban, etc.). Based on these criteria, five SEAL districts
located within four different counties across the state of California were identified and 18 schools selected to
be part of this study.
Given the scope of this study, the research team considered the feasibility of data collection and limited the 
focus to four of the six SEAL DOI areas as follows: 
• Area 1: Leadership (1A:  District-Level Systems; 1B: Site-Level Systems)
• Area 2: Professional Learning
• Area 3: Curriculum
• Area 6: Family Partnerships
Data collection occurred between December 2018 and June 2019.  Ten directors, district relations 
administrators, and lead/coordinating trainers who work across SEAL Model schools were identified as SEAL DOI 
Interviewers and were an integral part of the data collection process due to their association with, and 
continued leadership of SEAL implementers.  Data were collected from 43 individuals at 18 schools within these 
five SEAL districts. Figure 3 details the data collection sample, corresponding interviewers, participants, 
and processes. 
Figure 3 
SEAL DOI Study Data Collection Sample and Processes 
Prior to conducting interviews with study participants, SEAL DOI interviewers attended two training sessions 
focused on the use of the SEAL DOI Tool interview protocols and DOI rating sheet to ensure consistency of its 
application and calibration of scores.  See Section 2 - Appendix B—D for interview protocols and processes.  Each 
SAMPLING
SEAL IMPLEMENTERS
5 school districts
18 schools
Located within 4 different 
counties, statewide
INTERVIEWERS
SEAL IMPLEMENTATION 
ADMINISTRATORS & 
TRAINING TEAM
Total (N=10)
Directors
District Relations 
Administrators
Lead /Coordinating Trainers 
PARTICIPANTS
SEAL DISTRICT & SITE 
LEADERS
Total (N=43)
District Leads (n=6)
Principals (n=17)
Coaches (n=20)
PROCESSES: 
1. Interviewers conducted 
SEAL DOI interviews with 
study participants. 
2. Interviewers identified 
additional sources of SEAL
implementation evidence. 
3. Interviewers rated levels of
implementation and 
documented supporting 
evidence. 
4. Rater consistency and data 
cross-checks were 
conducted.
 SEAL Research & Evaluation Brief 1:  SEAL Depth of Implementation  5 
rater scored the indicators pertaining to each Area on a scale of 1 (No Implementation) to 4 (Sustainable 
Implementation).   
In addition to data collection via interviews, interviewers determined a district/school’s rating based on other 
artifacts and on-going observations given their association with the district/school throughout the 
implementation.  These other data sources include information obtained during implementation check-in 
meetings, anecdotal notes collected during school/classroom walkthroughs, participant attendance records, 
and instructional artifacts such as teacher-developed unit plans and materials.   
Scores for the indicators within an Area were used to obtain an overall score for each area.  It is important to 
note the four-point scale corresponds to the DOI tool’s level of implementation scale (Table 1).  Rating sheets 
were submitted to CEEL. The research and evaluation team reviewed each rating sheet and provided feedback 
or asked clarifying questions of the interviewers.   
Part Two: SEAL DOI Study Findings 
This section presents quantitative findings based on an analysis of SEAL DOI ratings obtained from 
interviewers/raters.  Ratings were used to calculate an aggregate implementation score across the full sample. 
That is, all interviews with a rating score for a DOI Area and its indicators were averaged to determine a full 
sample mean implementation score and overall composite score.  Further, an aggregate implementation score 
by district (i.e., includes only the scores of the school in the district) was calculated.  The results include scores 
by DOI Area and indicators. 
District-Level Leadership and Perceived Levels of Implementation 
Table 2 delineates results for perceived levels of SEAL leadership and implementation at the district-level (SEAL 
DOI Area 1A Leadership: District-Level Systems).  Ratings for this area were obtained based on interviews with 
district leads.  Interviewers were conducted by SEAL District Relations Administrators (DRAs) or Directors.  As 
stipulated in Table 1, SEAL DOI ratings are calculated on a scale of 1 (lowest level) to 4 (highest level).  When 
mapping mean scores onto levels of implementation, the scale ranges are described as follows (see Figure 4). 
Figure 4 
SEAL DOI Rating Scale and Ranges 
None Approaching 
Partial 
Partial Approaching 
Consistent 
Consistent Approaching 
Sustainable 
Sustainable 
1.00–1.49 1.50–1.99 2.00–2.49 2.50–2.99 3.00–3.49 3.50–3.99 4.00 
Based on district leaders’ perspectives related to the three indicators in the DOI Area 1A category, overall 
aggregate results (see Table 2 below) indicate that implementation of the SEAL Model is Approaching Consistent 
Implementation across the sample. However, it is important to note that three districts were rated at the 
Consistent Implementation level or higher (Districts A, B, and E), indicating that implementation is strong 
Level 1 
No 
Implementation
Level 2
Partial 
Implementation
Level 3
Consistent 
Implementation
Level 4
Sustainable 
Implementation
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overall, although a few inconsistencies in implementation may be evident. One district (District D) is 
Approaching Consistent implementation and another district (District C) scored at Partial Implementation. 
Table 2 
DOI AREA 1A: District-Level Systems for Five Sample SEAL Districts 
School 
1.1 District policies & 
decisions consider 
SEAL values and goals 
1.2 Articulation, continuity, 
and coherence 1.3 Shared ownership Overall 
District A 4 3 3 3.33 
District B 3 3 4 3.33 
District Ca 2.50 2 2 2.17 
District D 3 3 2 2.67 
District E 3 3 3 3.00 
Overall 3.10 2.80 2.80 2.89 
a Two SEAL DRAs/Directors interviewed District C leaders to obtain a rating for DOI Area 1A due to a transition in oversight role of this district. A 
composite DOI Area 1A rating for this district is a mean score based on two ratings. 
Site-Level Leadership and Perceived Levels of Implementation 
In addition to the district-level ratings, several areas of the SEAL DOI Tool were utilized in this study to provide 
insights on site-level leadership and levels of implementation for a total of 18 schools.  Ratings from multiple 
interviewers assigned to obtain information from district and site level leaders contributed to the calculation of 
DOI site-level system ratings for five districts. The SEAL DOI areas pertaining to site-level systems and their 
corresponding definitions are as follows: 
Area 1B 
Leadership:  Site-Level 
Systems 
SEAL leadership at district and 
site levels ensures support, 
resources and alignment of 
the Model for depth of 
implementation and 
sustainability.  
Area 2 
Professional Learning 
Educators are engaged in 
collaborative professional 
learning focused on designing 
and continuous improvement 
of curriculum and instruction 
for EL success. 
Area 3 
Curriculum 
SEAL curriculum is 
interdisciplinary, engaging, 
and text-rich, bolstering 
students’ language 
development through 
thematic units.  
Area 6 
Family Partnerships 
SEAL schools and classrooms 
are affirming environments 
that provide avenues for 
parents to support strong 
language and literacy 
development at home and 
school.  
Table 3 demonstrates the aggregated results for the SEAL Model Replication for the sampled districts and 
schools for each of the DOI site-level systems areas.  In some cases, there was more than one interviewer that 
contributed ratings for each of the areas and their respective indicators.  Specifically, for Areas 1B and 6 both 
the District Relations Administrators/Directors and Lead/Coordinating Trainers interviewed site level personnel 
(principal + coach) to obtain information in order to rate these areas.  For Areas 2 and 3 only the 
Lead/Coordinating Trainers posed questions to coaches to obtain information used to rate these areas.  All 
scores that were submitted by a rater for an Area were included in this analysis. The results show that Area 3 
Curriculum is the highest level of implementation (Mean = 3.00) whereas the lowest level of implementation is 
in SEAL DOI Area 1B Leadership: Site-Level Systems (Mean 2.46).   
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Table 3 
Aggregate School Implementation Levels Across Sample Districts in Area 1B, 2, 3, and 6 (5 Districts; 18 Schools) 
DOI AREA M Min Max SD 
AREA 1B LEADERSHIP: SITE-LEVEL SYSTEMS 
   Overall AREA 1B Results (N=36a) 2.46 1 4 0.74 
   1.4 School policies & decisions consider SEAL values & goals 2.56 1 4 0.88 
   1.5 Articulation, continuity, and coherence  2.50 1 4 0.85 
   1.6 Planning to ensure refinement & sustainability 2.33 1 4 0.72 
AREA 2 PROFESSIONAL LEARNING 
   Overall AREA 2 Results (N=18 a) 2.67 2 4 0.69 
   2.1 Learning culture focused on EL research-based practices 2.56 2 4 0.62 
   2.2 Reflective practice 2.78 2 4 0.81 
AREA 3 CURRICULUM 
   Overall AREA 3 Results (N=18 a) 3.00 2 4 0.47 
   3.1 Standards-based & interdisciplinary 3.06 2 4 0.54 
   3.2 Comprehensive development of thematic units 2.89 2 4 0.58 
   3.3 Curriculum plans & thematic units reviewed & refined 3.06 2 4 0.54 
AREA 6 FAMILY PARTNERSHIPS 
   Overall AREA 6 Results (N=36 a) 2.65 2 4 0.67 
   6.1 Communication between teachers and families 2.81 2 4 0.69 
   6.2 Family participation 2.69 2 4 0.75 
COMPOSITE MEAN 2.62 1 4 0.56 
a “N” represents the number of ratings recorded for each of the Areas.  For example, for Area 1B and 6 a total of 36 ratings were obtained across all school sites 
because in some cases multiple interviews were conducted with several site-level representatives (e.g. principal + coach); these yielded multiple ratings that were 
averaged to obtain a mean score for each indicator.  
Site-Level Leadership: District Implementation Profiles 
A composite means was calculated for each respective district derived from the overall mean score for Areas 
1B, 2, 3, and 6. An analysis of site-level leadership ratings by district reveals that although there is a range of 
mean scores across schools within a given district, the composite means scores indicate that three out of five 
districts are Approaching Consistency in implementing the SEAL model, as measured by the DOI Tool. Tables 4–
8 present findings by district.  
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Table 4 
District A (5 schools) Overall Levels of Implementation: DOI Areas 1B, 2, 3, and 6 
Area 1B 
Leadership: Site Level 
Systems 
Area 2 
Professional Learning 
Area 3 
Curriculum 
Area 6 
Family Partnerships 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
1.4 2.64 
Approaching 
Consistency 
2.1 2.83 
Approaching 
Consistency 
3.1 2.83 
Approaching 
Consistency 
6.1 2.82 
Approaching 
Consistency 
1.5 2.64 
Approaching 
Consistency 
2.2 3.17 
Consistent 
3.2 3.00 
Consistent 
6.2 2.73 
Approaching 
Consistency 
1.6 2.36 
Partial 
3.3 3.00 
Consistent 
Area 
Mean 
2.55 Area 
Mean 
3.00 Area 
Mean 
2.94 Area 
Mean 
2.77 
COMPOSITE MEAN SCORE: 2.82 
Table 5 
District B (3 schools) Overall Levels of Implementation: DOI Areas 1B, 2, 3, and 6 
Area 1B 
Leadership: Site Level 
Systems 
Area 2 
Professional Learning 
Area 3 
Curriculum 
Area 6 
Family Partnerships 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
1.4 2.50 
Approaching 
Consistency 
2.1 2.67 
Approaching 
Consistency 
3.1 3.67 
Approaching 
Sustainability 
6.1 3.00 
Consistent 
1.5 2.67 
Approaching 
Consistency 
2.2 3.33 
Consistent 
3.2 3.00 
Consistent 
6.2 3.00 
Consistent 
1.6 2.50 
Approaching 
Consistency 
3.3 3.33 
Consistent 
Area 
Mean 
2.56 Area 
Mean 
3.00 Area 
Mean 
3.33 Area 
Mean 
3.00 
COMPOSITE MEAN SCORE: 2.97 
 SEAL Research & Evaluation Brief 1:  SEAL Depth of Implementation  9 
Table 6 
District C (2 schools) – Overall Levels of Implementation: DOI Areas 1B, 2, 3, and 6 
Area 1B 
Leadership: Site Level 
Systems 
Area 2 
Professional Learning 
Area 3 
Curriculum 
Area 6 
Family Partnerships 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
1.4 2.75 
Approaching 
Consistency 
2.1 2.00 
Partial 
3.1 3.00 
Consistent 
6.1 2.25 
Partial 
1.5 2.50 
Approaching 
Consistency 
2.2 2.00 
Partial 
3.2 3.00 
Consistent 
6.2 2.25 
Partial 
1.6 2.50 
Approaching 
Consistency 
3.3 3.00 
Consistent 
Area 
Mean 
2.58 Area 
Mean 
2.00 Area 
Mean 
3.00 Area 
Mean 
2.25 
COMPOSITE MEAN SCORE: 2.46 
Table 7 
District D (3 schools) – Overall Levels of Implementation: DOI Areas 1B, 2, 3, and 6 
Area 1B 
Leadership: Site Level 
Systems 
Area 2 
Professional Learning 
Area 3 
Curriculum 
Area 6 
Family Partnerships 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
1.4 2.50 
Approaching 
Consistency 
2.1 2.33 
Partial 
3.1 3.00 
Consistent 
6.1 2.17 
Partial 
1.5 2.17 
Partial 
2.2 2.33 
Partial 
3.2 2.33 
Partial 
6.2 2.50 
Approaching 
Consistency 
1.6 2.17 
Partial 
3.3 3.00 
Consistent 
Area 
Mean 
2.28 Area 
Mean 
2.33 Area 
Mean 
2.78 Area 
Mean 
2.33 
COMPOSITE MEAN SCORE: 2.43 
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Table 8 
District E (5 schools) – Overall Levels of Implementation: DOI Areas 1B, 2, 3, and 6 
Area 1B 
Leadership: Site Level 
Systems 
Area 2 
Professional Learning 
Area 3 
Curriculum 
Area 6 
Family Partnerships 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
Indicator Implementation 
Level 
1.4 2.44 
Partial 
2.1 2.50 
Approaching 
Consistency 
3.1 3.00 
Consistent 
6.1 2.56 
Approaching 
Consistency 
1.5 2.44 
Partial 
2.2 2.50 
Approaching 
Consistency 
3.2 3.00 
Consistent 
6.2 2.78 
Approaching 
Consistency 
1.6 2.22 
Partial 
3.3 3.00 
Consistent 
Area 
Mean 
2.37 Area 
Mean 
2.50 Area 
Mean 
3.00 Area 
Mean 
2.67 
COMPOSITE MEAN SCORE: 2.64 
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Comparison of High versus Low Implementing Districts based on DOI Area 1A Rating 
Despite scoring high in SEAL DOI Area 1A Leadership: District-Level Systems, several schools within these 
districts scored at lower levels of implementation across DOI Areas that pertain to Site-Level leadership (Area 
1B), Professional Learning (Area 2), Curriculum (Area 3), or Family Partnerships (Area 6).  As illuminated in 
Figures 5 and 6, there was visibly great variation among school-level implementation ratings. 
Figure 5 
High Implementing Districts in Area 1A (Score of 3.00 or higher) (Districts A, B, and E) 
RATING SCALE RANGES 
Depth of 
Implementation 
Site-Level Areas 
None 
1.00–
1.49 
Approaching 
Partial 
1.50–1.99 
Partial 
2.00–2.49 
Approaching 
Consistent 
2.50–2.99 
Consistent 
3.00–3.49 
Approaching 
Sustainable 
3.50–3.99 
Sustainable 
4.00 
AREA 1B 
Site-level Systems 
(n=13) 
AREA 2a 
Professional 
Learning 
(n=12) 
AREA 3a 
Curriculum 
(n=12) 
Area 6 
Family Partnerships 
(n=13) 
a Rater for District E, School 3 did no provide a rating for Area 2 and 3 due to insufficient information. 
In contrast, we examined site-level area ratings for districts that scored at the lower implementation levels for 
district system-level indicators. Figure 6 shows that the majority of schools in these districts scored at the partial 
or approaching consistent implementation levels. 
Level 1 
No 
Implementation
Level 2
Partial 
Implementation
Level 3
Consistent 
Implementation
Level 4
Sustainable 
Implementation
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Figure 6 
Low Implementing Districts in AREA 1A (Score of 2.99 or lower) (Districts C and D) 
RATING SCALE RANGES 
Depth of 
Implementation 
Site-Level Areas 
None 
1.00– 
1.49 
Approaching 
Partial 
1.50–1.99 
Partial 
2.00–2.49 
Approaching 
Consistent 
2.50–2.99 
Consistent 
3.00–3.49 
Approaching 
Sustainable 
3.50–3.99 
Sustainable 
4.00 
AREA 1B 
Site-level Systems 
(n=5) 
AREA 2 
Professional 
Learning 
(n=5) 
AREA 3 
Curriculum 
(n=5) 
Area 6 
Family 
Partnerships 
(n=5) 
Section 2 - Appendix E presents the SEAL DOI rating results for each district. School-level results are included 
and aggregated by DOI Area and indicator. These may provide additional insights and serve to guide discussion 
related to other areas of inquiry.  
Part Three: Summary of Findings and Implications 
This research and evaluation brief reports on the two-pronged approach to this study to answer the research 
question: What differences are found in the implementation of SEAL practices across schools and/or districts, as 
measured by the revised SEAL Depth of Implementation tool?  
Findings related to the DOI Tool 
• The development of the SEAL Depth of Implementation and corresponding procedures for its applied
use are valuable in documenting promising evidence of the levels of implementation of the SEAL model
in replication schools and districts.
• SEAL DOI interviewers play key roles in the SEAL implementation process.
o As such, they were able to engage in SEAL interview processes with district and site-level leaders
as well as access implementation artifacts to substantiate SEAL DOI ratings.
• SEAL DOI usage protocols supported data collection and rating processes.
Level 1 
No 
Implementation
Level 2
Partial 
Implementation
Level 3
Consistent 
Implementation
Level 4
Sustainable 
Implementation
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Implications related to the use of the SEAL DOI Tool  
• Intentional use of the SEAL DOI has the potential to generate evidence-based data to help ongoing 
monitoring, refinement, and sustainability of the SEAL model. 
• SEAL DOI protocols and procedures will need to be consistently applied, requiring strategic planning and 
support for those engaging in the process. 
o This includes adhering to criteria for selection of interviewees at the district level. 
• SEAL DOI rater and training sessions can be strengthened by the use of sample artifacts, evidence, videos, 
or other data sources to discuss variation in SEAL Model implementation while calibrating ratings. 
• SEAL management leaders can and should serve as informants throughout the process.   
 
Findings related to implementation of SEAL practices in sampled districts and schools 
 
• SEAL DOI Area 1A Leadership: District-Level Systems results for the overall sample indicate that districts 
(N=5) are Approaching Consistent Implementation. 
• The highest implementation score was in SEAL DOI Area 3 Curriculum (Mean = 3.00). 
• The lowest implementation score was in SEAL DOI Area 1B School-level Systems (Mean = 2.46). 
• Aggregate school data within each district indicate that despite districts scoring high in SEAL DOI Area 
1A Leadership: District-Level Systems, several schools within these districts scored at lower levels of 
implementation across other DOI Areas. 
 
 
Implications related to the implementation of the SEAL Replication Model to Advance Systems-Level 
Continuous Learning 
 
• SEAL DOI users may select key focus areas to explore similarities and differences in perceived levels of 
implementation by role type:  district leaders, principals, coaches, and/or lead teachers.  
• SEAL management can identify benchmarks during the SEAL professional learning cycles to introduce 
and use the SEAL DOI Tool: 
o To create a sense of ownership and confidence among district and school staff in identifying 
perceived levels of system-wide implementation. 
o To engage in dialogue around increasing levels of implementation to achieve sustainability.  
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Introduction to the SEAL Model and the 4-Year Research and Evaluation Effort 
 
The Sobrato Early Academic Language Model (SEAL) is a preschool through third grade model that powerfully 
develops students’ language, literacy, and academic skills within the context of a whole-school initiative.  This 
intensive approach to language and literacy education is woven into all aspects of the school day where English 
Learners and native English students learn together.  The Model was first piloted in three schools in the Silicon 
Valley and an initial evaluation of the Model showed significant impact on student achievement, teacher 
practice, and parent literacy activities.  As a result of these pilot findings, SEAL developed a Replication Model, 
a comprehensive whole-school reform that is implemented systematically and that includes teachers, coaches, 
principals, district leaders, and families.  
 
Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute conducted an 
external evaluation of the SEAL preschool through third grade Replication Model from fall 2015–fall 2019. This 
comprehensive research and evaluation study focused on (1) Leader Perspectives and Depth of Implementation, 
(2) Teacher Development, and (3) Student Outcomes. Twelve districts and 67 schools across California 
participated. This Research and Evaluation Final Report presents findings that will allow the SEAL team to 
institute its short- and long-term evaluation and research agenda based on the SEAL Logic Model and desired 
results for project management, decision-making, refinement, and expansion.   
 
The SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report is comprised of five sections presented in a series of briefs (see 
Figure 1) to maximize usability for multiple stakeholders. This brief is part of Section 2. 
 
Figure 1 
SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report Overview 
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Section 2, Brief 2 – Research Focus 
This research and evaluation brief provides findings from the SEAL District Leader Survey and the SEAL Principal 
Survey administered in June 2018.  We report on a sample of respondents across seven SEAL districts and 34 
SEAL schools.  Part One provides an overview of the study methods and participants.  Part Two presents 
descriptive findings for a select number of survey items.  Part Three provides a summary of findings and related 
implications.  
 
Systems-Level Impacts of the SEAL Model as Perceived by Principals and District Leaders 
Research and Evaluation Questions 
 
In 2018, what were the perceptions of SEAL district leaders and principals regarding levels of 
implementation of the SEAL Model, based on the revised SEAL DOI tool? 
 
 
Part One: Study Methods and Participants 
 
Purpose 
In consultation with the SEAL Leadership Team and the Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for 
English Learners, the Wexford Institute developed the SEAL District Leader Survey and SEAL Principal Survey.  
The survey items were developed to align with each other and around the SEAL Depth of Implementation Tool 
(DOI).  The DOI Tool is organized along six areas listed below, each with Indicators that describe the SEAL 
Model: 
1. Leadership 
2. Professional Learning 
3. Curriculum 
4. Instruction 
5. Environment 
6. Family Partnerships 
 
The purpose of the surveys was to gain 
 
• the perspectives of district leaders as to the implementation of SEAL at the district level and across the 
SEAL schools in their respective district, 
 
• the perspectives of principals as to the implementation of SEAL at the district level and at the SEAL 
schools for which they are principal, and 
 
• a deeper understanding about respondents’ background and experience as educators and leaders.  
 
Methods 
Surveys were constructed with parallel items to gain responses indicating the perspectives of both district 
leaders and principals on all items, which were related to the DOI Indicators.  Responses were summarized by: 
• comparison of highest- and lowest-rated survey items  
• response mean score comparison in order they appeared on survey 
• response mean scores in descending order 
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Limitations 
There are two limitations that could affect the interpretation of the results: (1) the varying length of time the 
respondents had worked with SEAL, and (2) the principal response rate. See additional details about the 
participant samples below. 
 
Participants 
A total of 15 (of 16) SEAL District Leader Survey responses were collected, yielding a 94% completion rate based 
on information provided by the SEAL Leadership Team.  Of 67 possible respondents, the SEAL Principal Survey 
collected 34 responses, yielding a 51% completion rate.  SEAL district leaders and principals, whose district or 
school participated in the SEAL Replication Model for two or more years, were administered their respective 
survey in June 2018.  As shown in Figure 2, 67% of district leader respondents indicated their district began 
participating in SEAL before or since 2013-14, while 38% and 41% of Principal respondents were in schools that 
began participating in SEAL in 2014-15 and 2015-16, respectively.  
 
 
Figure 2  
Year in which District or School Started Participating in SEAL 
 
Note. All participants surveyed represent schools and/or districts that started participating SEAL in 2013-14 through 2015-16. A few respondents 
reported they participated in SEAL activities before the 2013-14 school year.  
 
 
Most district leaders (79%) have worked with SEAL as a district leader for three or more years, and over half 
(53%) have six or more years of experience as a district administrator.  Of the 34 principals who responded, 40% 
have two to five years of principal experience, 41% have eleven years or more, and 63% reported working with 
SEAL as principal for three or more years (see Figure 3 and Figure 4).  
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Figure 3  
Years of Leader Experience 
Figure 4  
Number of Years Worked with SEAL 
  
 
 
Figure 5 summarizes Principal participation in SEAL activities. A majority of Principals (82%) indicated attending 
all or most of the principal convenings and 55% noted that they attended all or most of the Instructional Rounds. 
 
Figure 5  
Frequency of Principal Participation in SEAL Activities (N = 34) 
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Part Two: Findings 
 
 
Comparing Perspectives about SEAL Implementation 
To identify similar perspectives between district leaders and principals, items for the two respondent groups 
were listed in descending order of their means.  The ten highest-rated and ten lowest-rated items for both 
respondent groups were identified and compared; six items were found in common from the highest-rated and 
two from the lowest rated (see Tables 1 and 2).  The highest rated items by both groups were mostly related to 
teachers, while lowest rated items were related to data use and use of primary language. 
 
 
Table 1 
Similar Perspectives: Highest-Rated Items by Both Respondent Groups 
Items with Highest Mean Ratings 
Mean Ratings 
District Leaders 
N = 15 
Principals 
N = 34 
Greater Teacher collaboration a 3.6 3.2 
SEAL Teachers implement SEAL units that are standards-based and interdisciplinary b 3.6 3.2 
Teachers implement SEAL units that are thematically and intentionally organized to 
develop language b 3.6 3.2 
Teachers promote the use of academic vocabulary b 3.6 3.3 
Teachers promote the use of complex language structures b 3.5 3.1 
More joyful, confident, and engaged students a 3.6 3.2 
a Rating scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree,  4 = strongly agree 
b District Leader rating scale: 1 = none, 2 = a few schools, 3 = some schools, 4 = all schools.  Principal rating scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 
3 = agree,  4 = strongly agree 
 
 
Table 2 
Similar Perspectives: Lowest Rated Items by Both Respondent Groups 
Items with Lowest Mean Ratings 
Mean Ratings 
District Leaders a 
N = 15 
Principals b 
N = 34 
Data is used to monitor SEAL implementation and outcomes, and inform 
continuous improvement of SEAL implementation.  2.9 2.4 
Primary language instruction or support is used intentionally in all English Learner 
program models (i.e., Dual Language, Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, 
Structured English Immersion, English Language Mainstream).  
2.9 2.5 
a District Leader rating scale: 1 = none, 2 = a few schools, 3 = some schools, 4 = all schools 
b Principal rating scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree,  4 = strongly agree 
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SEAL Implementation at the District Level 
Figure 6 shows district leader perceptions about their districts’ level of SEAL implementation. Sixty-four percent 
indicated their districts were implementing SEAL at the two highest implementation levels: consistent and 
sustainability.    
 
Figure 6 
District Leader Perceptions related to the level of SEAL Implementation at their District (n = 14) 
 
 
Highlighted below are reflections from district leaders about the level of SEAL Implementation at their districts.  
 
District Leaders: Positive, Increased or Improved SEAL Implementation at the District Level (n = 7) 
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Respondents indicating partial implementation of SEAL at their respective district 
“This year we have included our SEAL coaching and staff in our District wide PD around ELD and incorporated SEAL into 
our EL master plan.” 
 
 “We are coming to the final year of implementation and are developing a district-wide sustainability plan. We continue 
to work with our site administrators to further align SEAL to school-wide practices. Selected strategies have been 
included in our instructional units for summer programming.” 
 
“Time is allocated for teachers to have weekly collaboration meetings during the school day focused on their SEAL 
implementation.  Coaches continue to have ongoing collaboration meetings to support each other. Principals, district 
leaders and coaches actively participate in SEAL convening meetings.  Summer Bridge continues to be a priority and 
included in summer planning and budgeting. More and more teachers are asking to be coached and mentored from the 
SEAL coach.  With budget decreases, district continues to allocate funding for SEAL coaches.” 
 
Respondents indicating consistent implementation of SEAL at their respective district 
“Now that teachers have a better understanding of what the strategies are, they are asking questions that are about 
the "why" behind a strategy. They are seeing the big picture of how it all works together including designated ELD.” 
 
“Participation in convenings and instructional rounds. LCAP has goals specifically written about SEAL implementation.  
PD plan includes SEAL. All coaches are SEAL trained. Coach role is clearly defined (job description) and coach evaluation 
includes SEAL implementation.” 
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A comparison of district leader and principal perceptions related to overall district planning for SEAL is shown 
in Figure 7. A majority (over 75%) of both respondent groups agree or strongly agree that their districts 
conducted intentional planning to implement and sustain SEAL.  They also indicate that SEAL is integrated into 
systems and practices within the district.  Also worth noting, is the difference in responses between the two 
groups; the percentage of district leaders responding strongly agree is between 8% and 25% greater than that 
of principals.   
 
Figure 7 
Comparison of District Leaders and Principal Perceptions: Integration and Intentional Planning for SEAL at 
the District Level 
 
 
Highlighted below are examples of positive SEAL implementation at the district level reported by principals that 
strongly agree intentional district planning is conducted at their district to improve and sustain SEAL 
implementation.  
 
Principals: Increased or Improved SEAL Implementation at the District Level (n=4) 
 
Principals who strongly agree “intentional district planning” is conducted to both improve the implementation of 
SEAL and to sustain SEAL. Below are district level examples of positive, increased, or improved SEAL implementation: 
 
Coaching, Teacher Planning, Additional PD 
“This year the science coach has begun working with some of the SEAL coaches. They have been working together to 
understand how SEAL integrated into the new ELA curriculum.” 
 
“SEAL is embedded into our School Plans for Student Achievement and all of our PD. Districtwide expectations on how 
classrooms should look and what strategies are used reflect SEAL indicators.” 
 
“Each school is provided with a SEAL coach. Money is set aside each year for teaching planning. NEW ELA [textbook] 
adoption was aligned over the summer to incorporate SEAL units.” 
 
“SEAL coaches have been provided additional PD to build and support their skill in coaching peers. Planning time for 
SEAL teachers has been negotiated in the current contract for teachers.” 
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As shown in Figure 8, while all district leaders agree or strongly agree that resources are allocated for SEAL, only 
79% of principals indicated they agree and strongly agree.  Both respondent groups reported similarly to the 
item on policies and decisions regarding SEAL.  
 
Figure 8 
Comparison of District Leader and Principal Perceptions: District Resources and Policies Related to SEAL 
Implementation 
 
 
SEAL Implementation at the School Level 
An equal number of principals (47%) indicated their respective schools are implementing SEAL at either the 
partial implementation or the consistent implementation level (see Figure 9).  None of the principal respondents 
reported implementing SEAL at the minimal level. 
 
Figure 9  
Principal Perceptions related to the Level of SEAL Implementation at their School (N = 34) 
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Highlighted below are examples of SEAL implementation reported by principals that indicated their respective 
school was implementing SEAL at either a partial implementation or consistent implementation level.  
 
Principals: Increased or Improved SEAL Implementation at their School (N = 15) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Principals provided the following examples of positive, increased, or improved SEAL Implementation at their 
respective school: 
 
Principals indicating partial implementation of SEAL at their school 
“Our teaching staff is very excited about the implementation. As an administrator, it has been difficult to integrate 
SEAL practices with other initiatives at the school.” 
 
“More grade level teams have completed SEAL training and work together to refine the units.  School has purchased 
leveled books aligned with SEAL themes to be used for Guided Reading - we have them in a shared library (since last 
year) - teachers were able to order more books for the next school year aligned to their SEAL themes both for their 
classroom libraries and the shared library.” 
 
Principals indicating consistent implementation of SEAL at their school 
“Units are consistently implemented across grade levels at the school site and teachers are employing SEAL strategies 
and visual supports on a regular basis as part of this implementation.  As a result of SEAL teacher planning days, 
teachers have been allocated the time and support in order to continue with deeper implementation of units and 
strategies.  During walkthroughs I am able to see that SEAL Strategies are in place in order to support our students 
with their overall language development and content area literacy.” 
 
“Collaboration has been so valuable this school year, giving our teachers an opportunity to discuss, plan, refine SEAL 
lesson/ implementation. Coaches have offered their support to grade level teams and teachers have been very 
receptive to that support.” 
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SEAL Implementation at the Classroom Level 
On survey items related to the implementation of SEAL at the classroom level, district leaders and principals 
responded similarly about the standards-based, thematic units that are intentionally organized to develop 
language and their use of strategies designed to gather formative information on student progress.  Figures 10 
and 11 summarize their responses.  
 
Figure 10 
District Leader Perceptions about SEAL Implementation at the Classroom Level 
 
Total district leaders responding 
(N = 15) 
 
• 62% reported teachers at all 
schools implement SEAL standards-
based units 
 
• 54% indicated teachers  some 
schools  use formative data on 
student progress  to adjust 
instruction 
 
• 62% indicated teachers at some 
schools implement SEAL thematic 
units intentionally organized to 
develop language 
 
 
 
Figure 11 
Principal Perceptions about SEAL Implementation at the Classroom Level  
 
Total principals responding  
(N = 34) 
 
A majority of principals agree that 
teachers: 
• Implement SEAL units that are 
standards-based (72%) 
 
• Implement SEAL units that are 
thematically and intentionally 
organized to develop language 
(74%) 
 
• Use strategies designed to 
gather formative information on 
student progress (84%) and adjust 
instruction 
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Part 3: Summary of Findings and Implications   
 
Findings:  Similar Perspectives of District Leaders and Principals 
Strengths.  Based on similar perspectives of district leaders and principals, survey results indicate the following 
areas as strengths of SEAL implementation in districts, schools, and classrooms:  
There were three areas that included the highest-rated items by both groups 
• overall effects of SEAL on teachers and student -- greater teacher collaboration, and more joyful, 
confident and engaged students 
• implementation of SEAL units -- SEAL teachers implement SEAL units that are standards-based, 
interdisciplinary, and thematically and intentionally organized to develop language  
• language development - teachers promote the use of academic vocabulary, and the use of complex 
language structures 
 
District alignment and support of SEAL implementation were identified as strengths by over three-fourths of 
respondent agree or strongly agree that: 
• their districts conducted intentional planning to implement and sustain SEAL   
• district policies align with SEAL values and/or goals, and SEAL is integrated into district systems and 
practices 
• resources are allocated for the implementation of SEAL 
 
Respondents indicated that teachers implement SEAL standards-based thematic units  that are intentionally 
organized to develop language.    They also indicated that teachers use of formative data on student progress 
to adjust instruction.  
 
Areas for Improvement.  Based on similar perspectives of district leaders and principals, their responses indicate 
the following areas of SEAL implementation, the lowest rated items,  that could be improved: 
• data use to monitor SEAL implementation and outcomes and inform continuous improvement of SEAL 
implementation  
• primary language instruction or support  used intentionally in all EL program models (i.e. Dual Language, 
Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, Structured English Immersion, English Language Mainstream) 
 
Findings:  District and School Levels of SEAL Implementation 
District leaders rated their districts’ levels of implementing SEAL More than half indicated that districts are at 
the consistent implementation level.  About one-third indicated that districts are at the partial implementation 
level.  Only one district leader indicated his/her district was at the sustainability level 
    
Principals rated their schools’ levels of implementing SEAL.  Approximately half indicated their schools are the 
partial implementation level.  Approximately half indicated their schools are at the consistent implementation 
level.  Only two principals indicated their schools are at the sustainability level 
 
Findings:  Principal Participation in SEAL Activities 
 Principals  indicated they attended all or most of these types of sessions:  principal convenings (82%), and 
instructional rounds (55%).  Principals attended none of the sessions for:  unit development days (33%), summer 
bridge (25%), instructional rounds (15%), and SEAL Professional Development Modules (9%).   
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Implications 
Principals are expected to attend SEAL principal convenings and instruction rounds. Eighty-two percent of 
Principals indicated that they attended all or most of the sessions of the principal convenings.   Fewer principals 
(55%) indicated that they attended all of most of the session of the instructional rounds.  The frequency of 
principal participation in these SEAL activities may be related to the level of implementation of SEAL at their 
schools.  There may need to be more specific agreements made with districts and prinipals regarding principal  
participation in SEAL activities.   
 
District leaders and principal responses related to data use for continuous  improvement ndicated a need to 
strengthen that area. District and principal convenings and other SEAL support activities could  help to 
strengthen the use of data for continuous improvement, and for sustainability.  Principal and district leader 
convenings could also be helpful forums, providing participants with opportunities to share the indicators and 
action steps that have helped move SEAL to consistent implementation or toward sustainability. For example, 
one district leader cited the following as that district’s indicators of the positive, consistent implementation of 
SEAL: 
• principal participation in convenings and instructional rounds  
• LCAP goals include SEAL implementation 
• professional development plan includes SEAL 
• all coaches are SEAL trained  
• coach role is clearly defined (job description) and coach evaluation includes SEAL implementation 
 
The indicators they share could also be linked to the DOI, leading into professional development on how that 
instrument could be used to provide continuous improvement data.   
 
 
 
 
 
This Brief is based on the 4-Year External Research and Evaluation Study 
conducted by the Center for Equity for English Learners at Loyola Marymount University 
and Wexford Institute for the Sobrato Family Foundation. 
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Leader Perspectives on System-Level Implementation: Study #3 
SEAL District Leader and Principal Fall 2019  
Implementation and Sustainability Survey Results 
SEAL Research & Evaluation Brief 3:  SEAL District Leader & Principal Fall 2019 Implementation 
and Sustainability Survey Results 1 
Introduction to the SEAL Model and the 4-Year Research and Evaluation Effort 
The Sobrato Early Academic Language Model (SEAL)  is a preschool through third grade model that powerfully 
develops students’ language, literacy, and academic skills within the context of a whole-school initiative.  This 
intensive approach to language and literacy education is woven into all aspects of the school day where English 
Learners and native English students learn together.  The Model was first piloted in three schools in the Silicon 
Valley and an initial evaluation of the Model showed significant impact on student achievement, teacher 
practice, and parent literacy activities.  As a result of these pilot findings, SEAL developed a Replication Model, 
a comprehensive whole-school reform that is implemented systematically and that includes teachers, coaches, 
principals, district leaders, and families.  
Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute conducted an 
external evaluation of the SEAL preschool through third grade Replication Model from fall 2015–fall 2019. This 
comprehensive research and evaluation study focused on (1) Leader Perspectives and Depth of Implementation, 
(2) Teacher Development, and (3) Student Outcomes. Twelve districts and 67 schools across California
participated. This Research and Evaluation Final Report presents findings that will allow the SEAL team to
institute its short- and long-term evaluation and research agenda based on the SEAL Logic Model and desired
results for project management, decision-making, refinement, and expansion.
The SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report is comprised of five sections presented in a series of briefs (see 
Figure 1) to maximize usability for multiple stakeholders. This brief is part of Section 2. 
Figure 1 
SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report Overview 
Section 2, Brief 3 – Research Focus 
This research and evaluation brief presents findings from the SEAL District Leader Implementation and 
Sustainability Survey and the SEAL Principal Implementation and Sustainability Survey administered in June 2018. 
It is part of a large study of Systems-Level Impacts of the SEAL Model, which includes information from District 
Leaders, Principals, and Coach Facilitators.   For this brief, a SEAL district leader is defined as the administrative 
lead of SEAL implementation in each participating district. The respondent
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sample was taken across 9 SEAL districts and 23 SEAL schools.  Part One provides an overview of the study 
methods and participants.  Part Two presents findings for items that were rated highest and lowest r by 
respondents.  Part Three provides a summary of findings and related implications.  
Systems-Level Impacts of the SEAL Model as Perceived by Principals and District Leaders 
Research and Evaluation Questions 
In 2019, what were the perceptions of SEAL district leaders and principals regarding levels of 
implementation and sustainability of the SEAL Model, based on the revised SEAL DOI tool? 
Part ne: Study et ods and Participants 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study, conducted in 2019 as a follow-up to the SEAL District Leader and Principal Spring 2018 
Implementation Survey Results study1, was to assess implementation and efforts toward sustainability of SEAL 
in districts that began implementation of the SEAL Model in 2013-14 through 2015-16.  Data were collected 
 
from SEAL district leaders and SEAL principals, to better understand 
• respondents’ background and experience as educators and leaders,
• the perspectives of district leaders as to the level of implementation  SEAL  and needs for supporting
sustainability of SEAL at the district level, and
• the perspectives of principals as to the levels of implementation of SEAL and needs for supporting SEAL
at the district level and at the SEAL schools for which they are principal.
Methods 
In consultation with the SEAL Leadership Team and the Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for 
English Learners, the Wexford Institute developed the SEAL District Leader Implementation and Sustainability 
Survey (see Section 2 – Appendix J) and the Principal Implementation and Sustainability Survey (see Section 2 – 
Appendix L).  The survey items were developed so that the two surveys aligned with each other and with the 
SEAL Depth of Implementation Tool (DOI).  The DOI Tool is organized around six areas listed below, each with 
Indicators that describe the SEAL Model: 
1. Leadership
2. Professional Learning
3. Curriculum
4. Instruction
5. Environment
6. Family Partnerships
Both surveys included 37 common items focused on district lead and principal respondents’ perspectives of 
implementation and sustainability of SEAL at the district level (See Section 2 – Appendix J and L).  The principal 
survey included an additional 22 items (see Section 2 – Appendix L) on their perspectives of implementation and 
1 SEAL Research & Evaluation Brief 2 - Study #2, SEAL District Leader and Principal Spring 2018 Implementation Survey Results 
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sustainability of SEAL at each of their schools.  District leaders and principals rated survey items utilizing a Likert-
type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree).  Both surveys were conducted anonymously online.  Item 
responses for both surveys were summarized (see Section 2 – Appendices K and M) by 
• percentage of responses by response category for each item in each survey, and
• mean response score where appropriate for items in each survey.
Limitations of the Data Analysis 
The return rate for the principals was only 37%, and more heavily representing schools that began SEAL 
implementation in 2015-16 (57%).  The largest percentage of district leader respondents (42%) came from 
districts that began implementing SEAL in 2013-14. Therefore, the two data sets are not representative of the 
same group of districts and schools.   
Participants 
SEAL survey participants were current district leaders and principals whose districts and schools were part of 
the SEAL Model Replication beginning in 2013-14 through 2015-16.  Figure 2 shows that  a total of 71% of district 
leaders and 42% of principals represented districts that joined SEAL in 2013-14 or 2014-15, while 57% of 
principals represent schools that began in SEAL in 2015-16. 
Figure 2  
Year in which District or School Started Participating in SEAL 
A total of 14 district leaders responded to the survey, representing 9 of the 12 districts, yielding a 75% 
completion rate.  A total of 23 (of 63) principal responses were collected on the principals’ survey, yielding a 
37% completion rate.  Most district leaders (71%) have worked with SEAL as a district leader for 3 or more years. 
Of the district leaders responding, one had one year of experience as a district administrator, 50% had between 
two and five years experience, 29% had between six and ten years experience, and 14% had more than ten years 
of experience.  Of the 23 principals who responded, 96% have been SEAL principals for 3 or more years, and 
61% had 6 or more years of experience as a principal (see Figures 3 and 4).  
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Figure 3  
Years of Leader Experience 
Figure 4  
Number of Years Worked with SEAL 
Participation in SEAL Activities 
Figure 5 summarizes principal participation in SEAL activities.  91% reported attending most or all of the principal 
convenings sessions and 52% indicated attending most or all of the instructional rounds sessions. 
Figure 5  
Frequency of Principal Participation in SEAL Activities 
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Part o: indin s 
Similar Perspectives of SEAL Implementation and Sustainability at the District Level 
Eight items were identified that were highest-rated and five items that were lowest-rated by district leaders and 
principals, using a 4-point rating scale (1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree).  Highest- and lowest-rated 
items were grouped according to the DOI Indicators indicated on Figure 6 below.  
Figure 6  
DOI Indicators Around which Highest- and Lowest-Rated Items Were Grouped 
AREA 1 – LEADERSHIP 
SEAL leadership at district and site levels ensures support, resources and alignment of the Model for depth of implementation and sustainability 
AREA 1A – LEADERSHIP: District-Level Systems 
Indicator 1.1: District policies and decisions take into consideration SEAL values, goals, and principles across schools. 
Indicator 1.2: Articulation, continuity and coherence exists between SEAL and other initiatives, programs/key services, and resources across all 
sites, including preschool through grade 3 and articulation to grades 4 and 5. 
Indicator 1.3: Shared ownership exists between district office staff, principal and coach/facilitator to work effectively together to support and lead 
SEAL implementation. 
AREA 2 – PROFESSIONAL LEARNING  
Educators are engaged in collaborative professional learning focused on designing and continuous improvement of curriculum and instruction for 
English Learner success. 
Indicator 2.1: The learning culture is committed to professional development and collaborative curriculum design and planning focused on EL 
research-based practices. 
Of the eight highest-rated items, shown on Table 1, five were related to Indicator 1.1, one related to Indicator 
1.2, one related to Indicator 1.3 and one related to Indicator 2.1.  Ratings are highlighted in blue if the items 
were rated equally by both respondent groups and highlighted in red to show which group rated the item higher. 
District leader mean ratings for these items ranged from 3.4 to 3.6, and Principal mean ratings ranged from 3.1 
to 3.3.    
Table 1 
Similar Perspectives: Highest-Rated Items by Both Respondent Groups, by DOI Indicator 
Items with Highest Mean Ratings 
Mean Ratings 
District Leaders 
N = 14 
Principals 
N = 23 
DOI Indicator 1.1 District Decisions 
Resources are allocated for continuation of SEAL practices, as action items and expenditures in the 
LCAP 
3.6 3.1  
Resources are allocated in the LCAP for ongoing EL needs using valid measures of EL 3.5 3.1 
District policies and decisions reflect SEAL values, and/or goals 3.4 3.1 
Intentional district planning is conducted to sustain SEAL 3.4 3.3 
There is district guidance and support for the value of bilingualism and cultural diversity 3.3 3.1 
DOI Indicator 1.2 Articulation & Coherence 
SEAL is aligned with other district initiatives 3.4 3.1 
DOI Indicator 1.3 Systemic Shared Ownership 
SEAL Principals and District Leaders agree that they and Coach Facilitators work together and with 
other District Staff to lead and support SEAL implementation and sustainability 
3.3 3.3 
DOI Indicator 2.1 Professional Learning Culture 
Teachers new to SEAL are provided with professional development related to the SEAL Model, its 
implementation, and sustainability 
3.4 3.2 
Note. Light blue shading = mean ratings for both groups are the same; light red shading = group with higher rating  
Survey item rating scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree,  4 = strongly agree 
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Of the five lowest-rated items, three were related to DOI Indicator 1.1 and two related to DOI Indicator 1.2.  
District leader means for these items ranged from 2.7 to 2.9 (see Table 2).  Principal means ranged from 2.4 to 
2.7.   
Table 2 
Similar Perspectives: Lowest-Rated Items by Both Respondent Groups, by DOI Indicator 
Items with Lowest Mean Ratings 
Mean Rating 
District Leaders 
N = 14 
Principals 
N =23 
DOI 1.1 District Decisions 
Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and measures guide EL progress monitoring 
and analysis of data.  
2.7 2.7 
The Depth of Implementation tool is used to gather data about SEAL implementation and 
inform continuous improvement and sustainability 
2.7 2.4 
Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and measures for ELs guide selection of 
assessments 
2.6 2.5 
DOI 1.2 Articulation and Coherence 
There is coherence and coordination between SEAL and other initiatives, key services, 
and resources across TK through grade 3 classrooms.  
2.9 2.7 
There is coherence and coordination between SEAL and other initiatives, key services, 
and resources across preschool through kinder. 
2.9 2.6 
Note. Light blue shading = mean ratings for both groups are the same; light red shading = group with higher rating  
Survey item rating scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree,  4 = strongly agree 
Additional analysis was conducted to determine if there were substantial differences between the district 
leaders’ and principals’ responses to each item.  When comparing the means for the two groups for each item, 
no items were found for which the difference in the means was more than 0.5 on the 4-point Likert scale of 
responses.  The slight differences in the means in most cases were due to a larger percentage of district leaders’ 
than principals’ who responded strongly agree.   
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Overall Perceptions about the Level of SEAL Implementation 
District Leaders and principals were asked to rate the overall level of SEAL implementation in their district and 
principals were also asked to rate the level of implementation in their school, using these categories (defined in 
Figure 7):  minimal implementation, partial implementation, consistent implementation, or sustainability.   
Figure 7  
Survey Response Categories: Levels of SEAL Implementation 
Minimal 
Implementation 
Exploration of elements of the SEAL Model occurs, resulting in some degree of awareness across stakeholder 
groups. Minimal information about the SEAL Model is provided. A minimal plan for change to occur at multiple 
levels is evident (e.g. practice level, administrative level, systems-level, family partnerships).  Initial identification 
of resources occurs (human, fiscal) to prepare for SEAL implementation. 
Partial 
Implementation 
Elements of the SEAL Model are communicated to some stakeholders and there is an initial level of awareness. 
Information about the SEAL model implementation is accessible.  Initial change and implementation of the SEAL 
Model is evident at some levels (e.g., practice level, administrative level, systems-level, family partnerships).  Some 
resources (human, fiscal) are identified and available for SEAL implementation. 
Consistent 
Implementation 
All stakeholders can explain the SEAL Model, its research base, and its implementation strategy.  New learning 
around all elements of the SEAL Model is mostly integrated into practitioner, organizational, and community 
practices, policies, and procedures.  Resources (human, fiscal) are mostly prioritized and consistently available for 
SEAL implementation. 
Sustainability All stakeholders can explain and advocate for the SEAL Model, its research base, and its implementation strategy. 
The SEAL Model is maintained over time with sufficient fidelity to the SEAL Model.  Leadership and stakeholders 
plan for and address staff turnover to ensure sustainability.  Policies support the sustainability of the SEAL Model, 
including governance and resources (human, fiscal).  The SEAL Model is adaptable to the shifting ecology of the 
district and school, while maintaining fidelity to the SEAL Model. 
SEAL Implementation at the District Level 
Figure 8 presents the summary of responses of SEAL district leaders and principals regarding their perspectives 
of the level of SEAL implementation in their school districts.  Overall, Principals rated the district implementation 
higher than the district leaders, with 26% of principals rating their districts at the sustainability level, compared 
to 0% of district leaders rating their districts at the sustainability level.  
Figure 88 
District Leader and Principal Perceptions Related to the Level of SEAL Implementation at their District 
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SEAL Implementation at the School Level 
Principals were asked to rate the overall level of SEAL implementation in their schools, using response categories 
of minimal implementation, partial implementation, consistent implementation, or sustainability.  Figure 9 
presents the principals’ responses.  A majority (57%) of principals indicated that their schools were at the 
consistent implementation level. 
Figure 9  
Principal Perceptions related to the Level of SEAL Implementation at their School (n = 23) 
To better understand the impact of SEAL at the districts and schools, principals and district leaders were both 
asked to respond to survey items about the impact of SEAL that they had observed.  Tables 3 and 4 present the 
impact items with district leaders’ and principals’ means.  Ratings for both respondent groups are similar 
(shading in blue on Tables 3 and 4), with the greatest difference being that district leaders indicated a higher 
rating of strengthening parent engagement (M = 3.4), than did principals (M = 3.0).  
Table 3 
District Leader and Principal Perspectives of SEAL Impact on Students 
Survey Items 
Mean Rating 
District Leaders 
N = 14 
Principals 
N = 23 
Greater student access and engagement with academic content 3.1 3.2 
More joyful, confident, and engaged students 3.1 3.2 
Greater English language proficiency among ELs 3.1 3.1 
Greater teacher engagement and satisfaction 3.0 3.1 
Greater rigor, complexity, and amount of language production among students. 3.0 3.0 
Greater academic achievement of ELs 2.9 3.0 
Greater impact on students in other areas (affective, attendance, etc.) 2.9 2.7 
Greater Spanish language proficiency 2.2 2.4 
Note. Light blue shading = mean ratings for both groups are the same; light red shading = group with higher rating  
Survey item rating scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree,  4 = strongly agree 
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Table 4 
District Leader and Principal Perspectives of SEAL’s Systemic Impact 
Survey Items 
Mean Rating 
District Leaders 
N = 14 
Principals 
N = 23 
Strengthened family engagement 3.4 3.0 
Greater teacher collaboration 3.3 3.2 
Improvements in teaching for English Learners 3.0 3.2 
Greater consistency and alignment across SEAL classrooms 2.9 3.2 
High levels of implementation of the SEAL Model 2.9 2.9 
Increased collaboration and intentional planning between district and site 
leaders, based on the SEAL design 
2.8 3.0 
Note. Light blue shading = mean ratings for both groups are the same; light red shading = group with higher rating  
Survey item rating scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree,  4 = strongly agree 
District Leaders’ and Principals’ Current and Planned Efforts for SEAL Sustainability  
District leaders identified these as focal areas in their effort to sustain SEAL: district-wide planning; school-wide 
consistency; program development; and, principal and teacher professional development and support.  Some 
comments from district leaders related to sustainability are shown below.  Principals indicated they are taking 
steps in these areas to sustain SEAL: putting SEAL central in school structures and site plans; implementing SEAL 
to a higher level and consistently across classrooms; centralizing SEAL resources at schools; refinement of units; 
teacher professional development; and, “SEAL refresh” for teachers and principals, including new principals. 
Principals’ comments related to sustainability are shown below. 
District Leader and Principal Comments Related to SEAL Sustainability 
“Bringing together district and site administrators to create a working group to set goals and next steps for 
sustainability and continued PD needs” 
“From the District perspective, there is inconsistency in implementation levels by the site as well as principal support 
for sustainability. This has to do with the school site administrator's familiarity and knowledge of the SEAL framework.  
We are planning Principal sessions for sustainability support. SEAL coaches are meeting with principals to provide 
coaching and/or PD for teachers, Tk-3. For new principals, SEAL Coach Facilitator will provide an in-person PD.” 
“There is a focus on scaling SEAL TK-6 at all participating sites. We are looking to build upon our SEAL program to fully 
develop a bilingual model program.” 
“One of the issues we still struggle with is the fact that there are a few teachers that do not implement as fully as we 
would like.  We've had a lot of table discussion about that today” 
“We need to support teachers in NGSS/STEAM/PBL implementation; and make the alignment with their strategies in 
place, clear and explicit.” 
Principal Comments Related to SEAL Sustainability at Their School Sites 
“I feel our school has deeply implemented SEAL, but we still need to expand to 4/5.” 
“In order to maintain SEAL in our campus we have created a resource room that has as its main focus SEAL as the 
driving force. It was and is being constructed through the support of administration and a SEAL coach.” 
“Promote instructional scaffolding that supports comprehension, engagement, participation, and inclusion.  Commit to 
meeting weekly with my ELTP to discuss and implement use of the Roadmap.” 
“School instructional rounds for teachers to observe each other.” 
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District Leaders’ and Principal’s Perspectives on SEAL Sustainability 
District leaders identified what they need from SEAL leadership to sustain SEAL: professional development; 
support for coach-principal collaboration; further definition and description of teacher practices; resources;  and, 
assessment support.  District leaders’ and principals’ comments about their sustainability perspectives are 
shown below.  
Principals identified what they need from SEAL leadership to sustain SEAL at their school sites: professional 
development; refreshers for administrators and teachers who have been involved with SEAL for a number of 
years; and, support of new teachers, coaches, and administrators.  They also need support in expanding SEAL 
into grades 4, 5, and 6.  Principals are hopeful that the resources available on TORSH will continue and be 
expanded.  Principals’ comments about their needs to sustain SEAL are provided below. 
District Leader Comments on Needs from SEAL to Support Sustainability 
“Ongoing support for coaches and admin.” 
“A crash course on SEAL as a district administrator so I can effectively support my principal’s.” 
“Perhaps, consulting time to support our coaches in creating explicit alignment between NGSS pedagogy and SEAL 
instructional practices.” 
“Concrete observable teacher practices defined and outlined for walkthroughs.” 
“Coordinated and vetted resources to support scaling.  I appreciate the collection of resources on TORSH.” 
“Assessment topics are of interest as I believe the assessment practices do not align to SEAL Philosophy” 
Principal Comments on Needs from SEAL to Support Sustainability 
“Alignment of SEAL units with grade level ELA standards. Is there a tool that connects the dots for teachers so that we 
move from the SEAL block to SEAL classroom, specifically balanced literacy components. “ 
“Continued information and how to support teachers that are just beginning the journey and seem overwhelmed by all 
of the strategies and information pertaining to English learners.” 
“I would need further assistance on identifying most effective writing strategies within the SEAL modules and sample 
videos to show to our teachers.” 
“Support with enhancing SEAL with STEM.” 
“We will soon be adopting a new ELA curriculum and my coach and I wondering how we will incorporate it into our SEAL 
units.” 
Necessary Conditions to Sustain SEAL    
District leaders identified these conditions necessary to sustain SEAL: 
• leadership and support from superintendent level and other district administrators
• further development of a systemic SEAL infrastructure, including policies, district and site plans that
integrate SEAL programmatically and for budgets to sustain the Model
• collaboration within and across role groups
• site specific site professional development
• additional funding to sustain coaching and release time
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Part : Summary o  indin s and Implications 
Findings:  Similar Perspectives of District Leaders and Principals on SEAL Implementation and Sustainability 
The overall mean for the district leaders was 3.1 and the principals was 3.0.  Five items related to SEAL 
implementation and sustainability were identified as highest-ranked items by both district leaders and principals, 
and five were identified as lowest-ranked items by both groups.   
Highest-rated items are related to DOI Indicators 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, and 2.1. District leader means for the items ranged 
from 3.4 to 3.6.  Principal means for the items ranged from 3.1 to 3.3:   
• resources are allocated for continuation of SEAL practices, as action items and expenditures in the
LCAP
• resources are allocated in the LCAP for ongoing EL needs using valid measures of EL
• district policies and decisions reflect SEAL values, and/or goals
• SEAL is aligned with other district initiatives
• intentional district planning is conducted to sustain SEAL
• there is district guidance and support for the value of bilingualism and cultural diversity
• SEAL principals and coach facilitators work with other district staff to lead and support SEAL
implementation and sustainability
• teachers new to SEAL are provided with professional development related to the SEAL Model, its
implementation, and sustainability
Lowest-rated items are related to DOI Indicators 1.1 and 1.2.  District leader means for these items ranged from 
2.7 to 2.9.  Principal means for the items ranged from 2.4 to 2.7:  
• knowledge of valid and reliable practices and measures guide English Learners (EL) progress monitoring
and analysis of data
• the DOI tool is used to gather data about SEAL implementation and inform continuous improvement
and sustainability
• knowledge of valid and reliable practices and measures for ELs guide selection of assessments
• there is coherence and coordination between SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and resources
across TK through grade 3 classrooms
• there is coherence and coordination between SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and resources
across preschool through kindergarten
Findings:  District and School Levels of SEAL Implementation 
SEAL district leaders and principals rated SEAL implementation in their districts at these levels:  minimal 
implementation, partial implementation, consistent implementation, and sustainability.  Principal rated the 
district implementation higher than district leaders.  Sixty-four percent of district leaders indicated their districts 
were implementing SEAL at the consistent implementation level and none at the sustainability level, while 35% 
of principals indicated consistent implementation and 26 % indicated sustainability level.  Principals also rated 
their own school’s level of SEAL implementation.  A majority of principals (57%) indicated that their schools 
were at the consistent implementation level, while 39% were at the partial implementation level and 4% were 
at the sustainability level.  
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Findings:  Similar Perspectives of District Leaders and Principals on SEAL Impact 
Both groups rated these items about student impact with a mean of 2.9 or above on a 4.0 (Strongly Agree) 
scale. 
• greater student access and engagement with academic content
• more joyful, confident, and engaged students
• greater English language proficiency among ELs
• greater teacher engagement and satisfaction
• greater rigor, complexity, and amount of language production among students
• greater academic achievement of ELs
District leaders and principals rated these items about teacher and district impact with a mean of 2.9 or above: 
• strengthened family engagement
• greater teacher collaboration
• improvements in teaching for ELs
• greater consistency and alignment across SEAL classrooms
• high levels of implementation of the SEAL Model
Implications 
Respondents identified  areas of need to move districts and schools to the sustainability level:  creating more 
coherence with SEAL and other initiatives across grade levels, including into grades 4-6 in some schools; and, 
providing time for planning to support districts and schools in renewing systemic support.  It seems that 
sustainability is being addressed in the LCAP, but that continued support from SEAL is needed for 
implementation and sustainability at the school and classroom levels.  
The surveys were conducted before SEAL schools moved to distance and hybrid learning options, in response to 
COVID 19.  Professional development and collaboration among educators is even more critical now, to ensure 
teachers have built capacity to continue their in-classroom  SEAL instructional strategies  or use them in  a virtual 
environment, in order to safeguard rigorous instruction for ELs.  Because remote learning requires parents 
supporting instruction at home, SEAL schools may need to increase their engagement with families to help 
parents learn how to support the SEAL strategies and student learning outcomes.  Providing assessments that 
are more aligned with SEAL instructional strategies, that can monitor student progress, is also critical.  All of 
these interventions can work toward reducing learning loss for ELs and increase equitable learning opportunities 
during this crucial time.   
This Brief is based on the 4-Year External Research and Evaluation Study 
by the Center for Equity for English Learners at Loyola Marymount University 
with Wexford Institute conducted for the Sobrato Family Foundation. 
http://www.wexford.org http://soe.lmu.edu/centers/ceel http://www.sobrato.com/SEAL 
Brief 3 Recommended citation: Cassidy, S, & Saldivar, R. (2020). SEAL district leader and principal Spring 2018 implementation and sustainability 
survey results. In Center for Equity for English Learners, Loyola Marymount University & Wexford Institute, Sobrato Early Academic Language 
(SEAL) Model: Final report of findings from a four-year study (Section 2, Brief 3). doi: https://doi.org/10.15365/ceel.seal2020 
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SEAL Coach-Facilitator Skills and Implementation Perceptions 
SEAL Research & Evaluation Brief 4: SEAL Coach-Facilitator Skills and Implementation Perceptions £
Introduction to the SEAL Model and the 4-Year Research and Evaluation Effort 
The Sobrato Early Academic Language Model (SEAL) is a preschool through third grade Model that powerfully 
develops students’ language, literacy and academic skills within the context of a whole-school initiative.  This 
intensive approach to language and literacy education is woven into all aspects of the school day where English 
Learners and native English students learn together.  The Model was first piloted in three schools in the Silicon 
Valley and an initial evaluation of the Model showed significant impact on student achievement, teacher 
practice, and parent literacy activities.  As a result of these pilot findings, SEAL developed a Replication Model, 
a comprehensive whole-school reform that is implemented systematically and includes teachers, coaches, 
principals, district leaders, and families.  
Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute conducted an 
external evaluation of the SEAL preschool through third grade replication model from fall 2015–fall 2019.   This 
comprehensive research and evaluation study focused on (1) Leader Perspectives and Depth of 
Implementation, (2) Teacher Development, and (3) Student Outcomes. Twelve districts and 67 schools across 
California participated.  This Research and Evaluation Final Report presents findings that will allow the SEAL 
team to institute its short- and long-term evaluation and research agenda based on the SEAL Logic Model and 
desired results for project management, decision-making, refinement, and expansion.   
The SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report is comprised of five sections presented in a series of briefs (see 
Figure 1) to maximize usability for multiple stakeholders. This brief is part of Section 2. 
Figure 1 
SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report Overview 
Section 2, Brief 4 - Research Focus 
The focus of this research and evaluation brief is on the results of the SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey and reports 
on SEAL Coach-Facilitators’ abilities and perceptions to support the implementation of the SEAL Model and 
practices at the site- and classroom-levels. It includes aggregate findings from the SEAL Coach-Facilitator 
Survey administered in spring 2017 and 2018. Part one of this brief provides an overview of the purpose, 
methods, instrumentation, and participants. Part two includes descriptive findings of how the Coach-
Facilitator role is supported. Part three describes the role of Coach-Facilitators in supporting the 
implementation of SEAL at the classroom level. Part four provides results from survey items on the 
effectiveness of implementation.  The final section provides a summary of findings and implications. 
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Coach-Facilitator Development and Implementation 
Research and Evaluation Question 
What are SEAL Coach-Facilitators’ perceptions about (1) their skills, and (2) the overall effectiveness 
of SEAL Model implementation at the site- and classroom-levels? 
Part One:  Study Methods and Participants  
Participants 
SEAL Coach-Facilitators who supported site-level implementation in schools where SEAL had been 
implemented for three or more years were invited to participate in the survey. In the SEAL Model, SEAL Coach-
Facilitators are district employees who facilitate teacher implementation of SEAL classroom practices. They 
extend SEAL teachers’ professional learning, support thematic unit development, conduct observations, 
provide demonstration lessons, and employ active questioning. SEAL Coach-Facilitators also serve to support 
the site administrator in school-wide implementation, at the discretion of the district/school.  A total of 43 
surveys were collected from spring 2017 (n=22) and spring 2018 (n=21) representing a 96% response rate 
based on information provided by the SEAL Leadership Team.   
Instrument - Coach-Facilitator Survey 
The CEEL research team developed the SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey (see Section 2 – Appendix N).  It consists 
of 34 predominantly close-ended items plus four open-ended items organized into three sections: (1) 
demographic data; (2) SEAL Coach-Facilitator role, coaching culture, and support; and (3) effect on 
implementation of SEAL Model and practices. The survey allowed for quantitative descriptive statistics to 
depict Coach-Facilitator practices as well as a qualitative description of their successes, barriers, and ideas for 
improvement. However, not all participants responded to all survey items. 
Research Design and Data Analysis 
Use of the SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey allowed for a mixed-methods approach to address the research 
question above. Descriptive statistics were performed for the quantitative analysis in order to examine SEAL 
Coach-Facilitator demographic information and for Likert-scale items related to Coach-Facilitators’ 
perspectives on how SEAL professional development supported their role and skill development.  For the 
qualitative component, the research team used content analytic procedures1 to analyze open-ended 
responses. This approach provided insights on levels of implementation of the SEAL Model as well as the role 
of the SEAL Coach-Facilitator in support of implementation. 
Who are the SEAL Coach-Facilitator survey respondents? 
Figures 2 and 3 provide background information on the SEAL Coach-Facilitators who completed a survey. 
Nearly two-thirds have taught 11 years or more in K–12 and 55% have taught 11 years or more in grades PreK–3. 
In addition, more than three-fifths have been involved in the implementing the SEAL Model for 3 or more years and 
nearly all of their schools have been involved in SEAL implementation for 3 or more years. 
1 Hutchinson, S. (2001).  Education and grounded theory.  In R. Sherman, & R.B. Webb. (Eds.). Qualitative research in education.  Focus and methods. Routledge Falmer.
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Figure 2    Figure 3 
Teaching Experience (N=43)     Number of Years in SEAL Program (N=43) 
All SEAL Coach-Facilitators have either Bilingual or English Learner Authorization. Nearly three-fifths (61%) of 
Coach-Facilitators reported having a Bilingual Authorization (Bilingual/Cross-cultural and Academic Language 
Development).  Additionally, nearly one-third (30%) had an English Learner Authorization, with nine percent 
holding a Cross-cultural and Academic Language Development (CLAD)/English Learner Authorization (see 
Section 2 – Appendix O for additional Coach-Facilitator demographics). 
Part Two:  Support for the SEAL Coach-Facilitator Role  
Part Two presents findings on the utility of Coach-Facilitators’ professional development and the frequency of 
engagement in activities that support the enactment of the SEAL Coach-Facilitator role.  SEAL Coach-
Facilitators are expected to attend professional learning sessions alongside their classroom teachers (see 
Section 1 Narrative for explanation of SEAL professional learning cycles).  Additionally, SEAL Coach-Facilitators 
attend statewide SEAL network trainings that provide professional learning on the foundations of the SEAL 
model, implementation considerations, tools for site-based support and reflection, and other information on 
current initiatives and policies related to EL teaching and learning. 
To what extent does SEAL Professional Development support the SEAL Coach-Facilitator role? 
Figure 4 delineates several types of SEAL professional development sessions and resources and reports on 
what SEAL Coach-Facilitators found to be most helpful toward supporting their development of knowledge 
and skills to enact the defined SEAL Coach-Facilitator role. Figure 5 details the frequency of engagement in 
professional development and other support activities to develop coaching skills. 
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Coach-Facilitators 
reported high 
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development 
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coaching skills and 
reflection on 
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growth  
 
 
Figure 4 
Helping Increase SEAL Coaches’ Knowledge about the SEAL Model and Practices (N=33) 
   
Note. SEAL Coach Convenings provide role-specific support.                 
                 
 
Figure 5 
Frequency of and Engagement in Activities to Develop Coaching Skills (N=32) 
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Helping teachers 
obtain SEAL 
resources and 
materials occurs 
most frequently. 
 
Facilitating and 
supporting data 
analysis occurs less 
frequently. 
 
Part Three:  SEAL Coach-Facilitators’ Role in Supporting SEAL Implementation at the 
Classroom Level 
  
This section describes the ways SEAL Coach-Facilitators reported how they support SEAL implementation at the 
classroom level.  Coach-Facilitators were asked to gauge the frequency of their engagement in key activities that 
promote leadership and/or support SEAL implementation (see Figure 6 and Figure 7). 
Figure 6  
Professional Development and Other Support for SEAL Implementation (N=32) 
   
 
Figure 7 
Frequency of In-Classroom Coaching and Guidance for Teacher Reflection (N=32) 
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SEAL Research & Evaluation Brief 4: SEAL Coach-Facilitator Skills and Implementation Perceptions È 
SEAL Coach-Facilitators were asked to identify any gaps in the SEAL Coach-Facilitator role that, if filled, could 
maximize their impact on the implementation of the SEAL Model. They were also asked to describe the barriers 
they encounter in providing in-class support. The following finding and supporting themes emerged from the 
qualitative analysis:  
Finding 1. Addressing Structural and Interpersonal Barriers Supports SEAL Coach-Facilitators’ Role 
Develop coaches’ knowledge about SEAL in advance of their work with teachers 
“I think coaches should have a crash course of all modules over a summer before being asked to 
coach SEAL implementation at a high level. Spending time in a classroom where SEAL is fully 
integrated would be helpful, as would a timeline of what and how best [to] support each strategy 
after its introduction.” 
Build relationships before coaching 
“It takes time to build relationships, and it takes more time to coach. It also takes support of the site 
administrator and district administrators.” 
“Teachers [are] unwilling to have someone they are unfamiliar with come into the classroom.” 
Manage coaching responsibilities 
“As a coach, and when there’s not much support staff, you are pulled in many different directions and 
it is hard to find enough time to go into the classroom.” 
“In a small district, the ‘burden’ of preparing for, facilitating, and following up from Unit Development Days 
encroached upon availability to coach, co-plan, model, etc. Also, the materials management piece in Year 2 
became an excessive time burden without clerical support.” 
Part Four: Perceived Effectiveness for Classroom and School-Level Implementation 
In this section, the findings highlight the level of implementation of the SEAL Model and respondents’ 
perceived effectiveness to influence classroom- and school-level implementation.  Figure 8 demonstrates the 
lowest and highest survey items in relation to the SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI) tool (see Section 2 – 
Attachment O for full survey results).  The DOI tool consists of six focus areas that align with SEAL’s 
Foundational Principles and Eleven High Leverage Practices. They include: (1) Leadership, (2) Professional 
Learning, (3) Curriculum, (4) Instruction, (5) Environment, and (6) Family Partnerships.  See Section 2, Brief 1 
for more information about the SEAL DOI Tool and Study. Figure 9 and Figure 10 present the highest (57%) and 
lowest (30%) survey items related to Coach-Facilitators’ perceptions on the effectiveness of their functions 
and school-wide impact.  
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Depth of 
Implementation: 
The lowest items 
(from L-R) mapped 
onto Area 6 Family 
Partnerships, Area 
4D Instruction, and 
Area 1 Leadership. 
 
The highest Items 
(from L-R) mapped 
onto Area 5 
Environment, Area 
4A, and Area 4 
Instruction. 
 
Coach-Facilitators’ Perceptions on the Effectiveness of SEAL implementation 
 
Figure 8 
Perceived Impact of SEAL Depth of Implementation in Target Areas, Highest and Lowest Items (N=30) 
  
 
 
Figure 9 
SEAL Coach-Facilitators’ Self-Perceptions (or confidence) on Areas of Coaching Effectiveness - Highest and 
Lowest (N=30) 
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Figure 10 
Perceived Impact as Coach-Facilitator, Highest and Lowest (N=30) 
Note. Number of respondents ranged from 22–30, based on applicability of some items (e.g. Improvement for Spanish proficiency)
SEAL Coach-facilitators’ insights about how to increase implementation of the SEAL Model at high levels 
are revealed in the following finding, accompanied by representative quotes from the field:  
Finding 2. Collective Knowledge and Ownership at the Systems-Level Increases Degree of SEAL 
Model Implementation  
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Leaders’ deeper understanding of the SEAL Model 
“Clear understanding of how the SEAL strategies build on and relate to one another. Clear 
understanding of the role of Performance Tasks in informing instruction during the six-week 
unit…Awareness of potential pitfalls of strategies and implementation beforehand.” 
District support and involvement are key 
“Plenty of trainer support and more importantly, district support—both financially and 
otherwise.” 
“[We need] for our district to be more involved in the SEAL implementation at our school.  Good 
leadership that understands and respects the coaches’ priorities.” 
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Part Five: Summary of Findings and Implications 
The findings presented in this research and evaluation brief highlight SEAL Coach-Facilitators’ professional 
development as well as their perspectives on the effectiveness to support the implementation of the SEAL 
Model at the school and classroom-levels.  The following presents general findings and implications. 
SEAL Coach-Facilitators’ Skills and Practices 
• Meeting with other SEAL Coaches was the most frequent activity that supported Coach-Facilitators’
professional learning, coaching skills, and SEAL implementation efforts.
• Coach-Facilitators most frequently conducted informal visits to observe, check-in, and provide support
for obtaining resources and materials.
Effectiveness of Coaching Support and Classroom and Site-Level Implementation 
• Coach-Facilitators felt they were most effective when modeling SEAL instructional practices, refining
SEAL thematic units, and assisting teachers in developing SEAL thematic units.
• Coach-Facilitators felt they had the most impact when promoting greater student engagement, teacher
collaboration, and joy of learning.
• The highest levels of SEAL implementation aligned to the DOI included:
o Strategies to increase student collaboration and dialogue (DOI Area 5 Environment),
o Use of academic vocabulary and complex language structure (DOI Area 4A Instruction), and
o Opportunities and structure to support language development through the use of draw, dictate,
and write strategies (DOI Area 4C Instruction).
Implications: Improving Support and Levels of Implementation 
• Coach-Facilitators need assistance to address the barriers they encounter in supporting teachers. In
particular:
o Helping to build relationships with teachers, and
o Balancing multiple roles.
• Coach-Facilitators’ perception of their effectiveness can be addressed by deepening their knowledge of
the SEAL Model and practices, helping to manage responsibilities, and leveraging school/district support.
• More opportunities are needed for Coach-Facilitators to collaborate with site and district leaders to
support the implementation of the SEAL Model.
This Brief is based on the 4-Year External Research and Evaluation Study 
conducted by the Center for Equity for English Learners at Loyola Marymount University 
and Wexford Institute for the Sobrato Family Foundation 
 
http://www.wexford.org         http://soe.lmu.edu/centers/ceel/ http://www.sobrato.com/SEAL
Brief 4 Recommended Citation:  Lavadenz, M., & Armas, E. (2020). SEAL coach-facilitator skills and implementation perceptions. 
In Center for Equity for English Learners, Loyola Marymount University & Wexford Institute, Sobrato Early Academic Language 
(SEAL) Model: Final report of findings from a four-year study (Section 2, Brief 4).  doi: https://doi.org/10.15365/ceel.seal2020 
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Introduction to the SEAL Model and the 4-Year Research and Evaluation Effort 
The Sobrato Early Academic Language Model (SEAL) is a preschool through third grade Model that powerfully 
develops students’ language, literacy and academic skills within the context of a whole-school initiative.  This 
intensive approach to language and literacy education is woven into all aspects of the school day where English 
Learners and native English students learn together.  The Model was first piloted in three schools in the Silicon 
Valley and an initial evaluation of the Model showed significant impact on student achievement, teacher 
practice, and parent literacy activities. As a result of these pilot findings, SEAL developed a Replication Model, 
a comprehensive whole-school reform that is implemented systematically and includes teachers, coaches, 
principals, district leaders, and families.  
Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute conducted an 
external evaluation of the SEAL preschool through third grade replication model from fall 2015–fall 2019.   This 
comprehensive research and evaluation study focused on (1) Leader Perspectives and Depth of 
Implementation, (2) Teacher Development, and (3) Student Outcomes. Twelve districts and 67 schools across 
California participated.  This Research and Evaluation Final Report presents findings that will allow the SEAL 
team to institute its short- and long-term evaluation and research agenda based on the SEAL Logic Model and 
desired results for project management, decision-making, refinement, and expansion.   
The SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report is comprised of five sections presented in a series of briefs (see 
Figure 1) to maximize usability for multiple stakeholders. This brief is part of Section 2. 
Figure 1 
SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report Overview 
Section 2, Brief 5 – Context and Research Focus 
The SEAL Replication Model includes a component that focuses specifically on building alignment and systemic 
capacity in and across SEAL districts and sites (see Section 1 Narrative, SEAL Logic Model).  Over the course of 
the foundational three years, districts and schools who engage in SEAL Model implementation receive 
information, professional development, and planning guidance.  This is coupled with support for district 
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leaders, principals, and coach-facilitators to develop policies, programs, practices, and resources to create an 
affirming climate, implement SEAL, develop leadership, and a community of leaders. During the final phase of 
this 4-year research and evaluation effort (2019-2020), the SEAL Research and Evaluation Advisory1 
recommended that the CEEL and Wexford teams conduct a Feasibility Study (see the Section 1 Narrative for 
more information) in order to identify data intersects and the viability of cross-research analysis.  It was 
determined that an investigation of leader perspectives of site-level implementation presented a worthwhile 
avenue to explore replication-wide perspectives on site-level leadership as measured by the SEAL Depth of 
Implementation (DOI) Tool, Area 1B (see Section 2, Brief 1 for more information). 
As such, this research and evaluation brief presents cross-research findings from surveys conducted by CEEL 
and the Wexford Institute to identify ways in which SEAL leaders facilitate site-level implementation to ensure 
a systemic approach to SEAL Model.  The surveys contained some similar items, aligned to the SEAL Depth of 
Implementation (DOI) Tool–Leadership Area 1B.  The items focused on evaluating leaders’ perspectives on 
site-level leadership implementation and sustainability practices within SEAL districts. Part One of this brief 
provides a description of the SEAL Model Leadership component and the DOI.  Part Two is an overview of the 
purpose, methods, instruments, and survey respondents. Part Three includes findings related to the district 
and site leaders’ perspectives on systemic SEAL replication model implementation. The final section provides 
a summary of findings and implications. 
Part One: Descriptions of the SEAL Model Leadership Component and DOI 
The SEAL Replication Model prioritizes engagement and development of district- and site-level leadership to 
support systemic and sustainable implementation. Three leadership roles are identified as part of the district 
implementation processes—one at the district level and two at the site-level (principal and coach).  In some 
districts, multiple persons at the district-level support and facilitate site-level implementation.  The SEAL 
district-level team provides district-wide support critical for site-level implementation of the SEAL Model.  This 
includes active participation in SEAL Model leadership professional learning activities to build an 
understanding of the model and high-leverage pedagogical practices in order to facilitate alignment, 
articulation, and communication across sites.  There is an expectation that district leaders monitor and support 
site-level administrators and coach-facilitators in making connections to other district initiatives and in 
leveraging resources to support implementation focused on SEAL’s values, goals, and principles. 
SEAL Site Principals participate in professional learning to be able to understand the SEAL pedagogical practices 
and incorporate them into observations, walkthroughs, and feedback to teachers.  Principals also make 
connections between SEAL and other initiatives related to PreK–3 and instructional/curricular improvement 
and facilitate information flow between efforts to help teachers see the connection.  Throughout the 
implementation process, principals allocate time for SEAL professional learning, engage with coach-facilitators, 
1 The SEAL Research and Evaluation Advisory was primarily comprised of the LMU-CEEL and Wexford evaluation teams, in addition to the SEAL Founding Director, 
Executive Director, Director of Research and Evaluation, Research Associate, and Director of Innovation and Strategic Design.
Leaders Perspectives on Systems-Level Implementation Research and Evaluation Research Question 
What are the perceptions of district-leaders, principals, and coach-facilitators regarding site-level 
implementation of the SEAL Model? 
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and facilitate collaborative planning for teachers. There is also an expectation to align the use of resources for 
PreK–3 classroom materials and PreK–3 parent education with the SEAL pedagogical practices. 
 
Also, at the site-level, the SEAL Coach-Facilitator works closely with the district and site leadership and with 
the SEAL team to: understand the culture, practices, strengths and needs of the school site and tailors SEAL 
implementation to be maximally effective for each site. SEAL Coach-Facilitators support teacher 
implementation of EL research-based classroom practices.  They extend SEAL teachers’ professional learning, 
facilitate unit development, conduct classroom observation, and provide demonstration lessons. SEAL Coach-
Facilitators attend professional learning sessions alongside their classroom teachers. Additionally, SEAL Coach-
Facilitators attend statewide SEAL network trainings that provide professional learning on the foundations of 
the SEAL model, implementation considerations, tools for site-based support and reflection, and other 
information on current initiatives and policies related to EL teaching and learning. The SEAL Coach-Facilitator 
plays an integral role in the site-level implementation of the SEAL Model. 
 
All SEAL stakeholders—leaders and non-leaders alike, are expected to self-evaluate and reflect on their 
implementation practices and engage in data-based improvement cycles as they work towards the goal of 
sustainability of the SEAL Model. To facilitate this, CEEL developed a SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI) Tool. 
 
Depth of Implementation Tool 
The SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI) Tool is intended for all stakeholders to reflect on and record evidence 
for levels of implementation of the SEAL Model. The SEAL DOI Tool is organized along six areas. 
The DOI Tool allows stakeholders to rate the areas along four levels of 
implementation ranging from Not Implementing to Sustainability.  The 
goal of the SEAL Model implementation is to attain sustainability. 
Sustainability in the DOI Tool is defined as:  a school or district where 
stakeholders can explain and advocate for the SEAL Model, its research 
base, and implementation strategy.  Additionally, it is expected that the 
SEAL Model is maintained over time with sufficient fidelity, and that 
leadership and stakeholders plan for and address staff turnover.  Policies 
support sustainability of the SEAL Model, including governance and 
resources (human, fiscal), and the SEAL Model is adaptable to the 
shifting ecology of the district/school, while maintaining fidelity to the 
model. See Section 2 – Appendix A for the full DOI Tool. 
 
With leadership as an integral area of the DOI Tool; it is bifurcated into two areas: Area 1A – District Level, and 
Area 1B – Site Level—each with three indicators of sustainability that are parallel between levels as shown in 
Figure 2 below.  As mentioned above, Area 1B was selected as the focal area for cross-research analyses given 
the robust data sources obtained by the CEEL and the Wexford evaluation teams, allowing the SEAL Research 
and Evaluation Advisory an opportunity to investigate perspectives specific to site-level systems and 
implementation.  
 
  
SEAL DOI Tool Areas 
 
Area 1: Leadership 
Area 2: Professional Learning 
Area 3: Curriculum 
Area 4: Instruction 
Area 5: Environment 
Area 6: Family Partnerships 
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Figure 2: 
SEAL Depth of Implementation Tool – Area 1 Leadership 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AREA 1A – LEADERSHIP: District-Level Systems  AREA 1B – LEADERSHIP: Site-Level Systems 
Description of Indicators 
DOI  
Indicator 
 DOI  
Indicator Description of Indicators 
District policies and decisions take into 
consideration SEAL values, goals, and 
principles across schools. 
 
1.1  1.4 School policies and decisions take into 
consideration SEAL values, goals, and 
principles. 
 
Articulation, continuity and coherence 
exists between SEAL and other initiatives, 
programs/key services, and resources 
across all sites, including preschool 
through grade three and articulation to 
grades four and five. 
 
1.2  1.5 Site leadership articulates, and sustains 
coherence between SEAL and other 
initiatives, programs/key services, and 
resources across preschool through grade 
three classrooms. 
Shared ownership exists between district 
office staff, principal, and coach/facilitator 
to work effectively together to support 
and lead SEAL implementation. 
1.3  1.6 Intentional site planning ensures 
sustainability and refinement in order to 
understand/assess the impact of SEAL 
practices. 
 
 
Figure 2 serves to draw parallels between indicator 1.1 and indicator 1.4—both seek policies and decisions 
that consider SEAL values, goals, and principles. Similarly, indicator 1.2 and indicator 1.5 are about coherence 
between SEAL and other initiatives within their respective levels. Indicator 1.6 calls for assessment of the 
impact of SEAL practices at the school-level and indicator 1.3 sets the expectation, at the district-level, for 
support of this work. The findings presented later in this brief are organized around the site level indicators in 
the DOI Tool that illuminate the perspectives of leaders who are responsible for the implementation of the 
SEAL Model.  For further insight on district and site-level leader perspectives, refer to Section 2, Briefs 1–4). 
 
 
Part Two: Methods and Study Participants  
 
Methods 
Five surveys, developed independently by CEEL and Wexford, allowed for a mixed-methods approach to the 
research question above. During the survey development phase, items were intentionally aligned to the SEAL 
DOI Tool (see Section 2 – Appendix F, H, J, L, and N for survey instruments). At the inception of this cross-
research analysis, CEEL and Wexford evaluation team members identified survey items that were the same or 
very similar in both the CEEL Coach-Facilitators Survey and the Wexford Institute Principal and District Leader 
Surveys.  The teams then created an extensive data file that grouped and analyzed data collected from survey 
items that specifically related to the three DOI Area 1B indicators identified in Figure 2 above.  Later, Wexford 
created and conducted the Principal and District Leader Implementation and Sustainability Surveys, aligned 
with the earlier surveys.  Data from these subsequent surveys were added to the data file.   Quantitative results 
across similar item types were compared by role-type.  Next, qualitative data were analyzed to uplift 
Cross-
research 
Analysis 
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corresponding leader voices.  Figure 3 provides a visual representation of the overall process, followed by steps 
further detailing cross-analysis procedures.  
 
 
The CEEL and Wexford teams engaged in several steps 
to enact the cross-research analyses processes. These 
are delineated here: 
 
Step 1: Conducted a cross-research analysis to identify 
data collected by each organization related to SEAL 
site-level leadership Indicators as identified in AREA 
1B of the DOI Indicators 1.4, 1.5, and 1.6 (see Figure 2 
above).  
 
Step 2: Through the cross-research analysis, identified 
the following five instruments that provided data 
related to site-level leadership DOI Indicators 1.4, 1.5 
and 1.6: 
 
a. CEEL Coach-Facilitator Survey (Spring 2017 
and Spring 2018): The LMU-CEEL research 
team developed the SEAL Coach-Facilitator 
Survey (see Section 2 – Appendix N). It 
consists of 34 predominantly close-ended 
items plus four open-ended items organized 
into three sections: (1) demographic data; (2) SEAL Coach-Facilitator role, coaching culture, and 
support; and (3) effect on implementation of SEAL Model and practices.  
b. Wexford Principal Survey (Spring 2018): In consultation with the SEAL Leadership Team and the LMU-
CEEL research team, Wexford Institute developed the SEAL Principal Surveys (see Section 2 – 
Appendix F) in alignment with the DOI, to, among other things, gain the perspectives of Principals as 
to the implementation of SEAL at the schools for which they were Principal. 
c. Wexford District Leader Survey (Spring 2018):  Similarly, this survey (see Section 2 – Appendix H) was 
developed to gain the perspectives of District Leaders as to the implementation of the SEAL Model 
at the SEAL schools in their district. 
d. Wexford Principal Implementation and Sustainability Survey (Fall 2019):  This survey (see Section 2 – 
Appendix J) used some of the same questions as the Spring 2018 Principal Survey to gain the 
Principals’ perceptions as to the implementation and sustainability of the SEAL Model at the schools 
for which they were Principal. 
e. Wexford District Leader Implementation and Sustainability Survey (Fall 2019):  Similarly, this survey 
(see Section 2 – Appendix L) was developed to gain the perspectives of District Leaders as to the 
implementation and sustainability of the SEAL Model at their district SEAL schools.   
 
Note that the data collection was conducted over a period of two and one-half years.  The Coach-Facilitator 
Survey was administered in Spring 2017 and Spring 2018.  The Principal and District Leader Surveys were 
administered in Spring of 2018 and Fall of 2019.    
 
Leadership 
Surveys
Data 
Collection 
and 
Analysis
Focused Cross-
research Analysis
Site-Level Systems
(DOI Area IB)
Figure 3 
Visual of LMU-CEEL and Wexford Cross-Research 
Efforts that intersect at DO Area 1B, Site-Level 
Systems 
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Step 3: Grouped the data from the five surveys around each of the site-level leadership DOI indicators (1.4, 
1.5, and 1.6).  Conducted cross-data comparison of quantitative results by role-type (district leaders, principal, 
coach-facilitator).  Conducted a content check verification to ensure that grouped data mapped onto the 
elements of each of the DOI indicated.  Retained relevant items for final analyses. 
 
Step 4:  Analyzed previously coded qualitative data relevant to DOI Indicators 1.4, 1.5, and 1.6 to uplift 
corresponding leader voices. 
 
Participants 
Administrators/staff in schools where SEAL had been implemented for three or more years were invited to 
participate in the various surveys. Participants were either district leaders, site-leaders/principals, or coach-
facilitators. See Figure 4 for more information. 
  
Spring 2017 and 2018 Coach-Facilitator Survey 
A total of 43 surveys were collected from spring 2017 (n=22) and spring 2018 (n=21) yielding a 96% completion 
rate based on information provided by the SEAL Leadership Team. SEAL coach-facilitators who supported site-
level implementation in schools where SEAL had been implemented for three or more years were invited to 
participate in the survey. 
 
Spring 2018 District Leader and Principal Survey 
A total of 15 (of 16) District Leader Survey responses were collected, yielding a 96% completion rate based on 
information provided by the SEAL Leadership Team. Of 67 possible respondents, the Principal Survey collected 
34 responses (51% completion rate).  SEAL district leaders and school principals, whose district or school 
participated in the SEAL Replication Model for three or more years, were administered the survey in June 2018.  
Survey respondents represented schools/districts that joined SEAL before 2013-14 through 2014-15, including 
one district leader whose district began participating in SEAL in 2015-16.   
 
Fall 2019 District Leader and Principal Implementation and Sustainability Surveys 
A total of 14 district leader responses were collected on the District Implementation and Sustainability Survey. 
These 14 respondents represented 9 of the 11 districts, yielding an 82% completion rate.   Respondents were 
current district leaders in districts whose schools were part of the SEAL Model Replication, in Cohorts 1 
(implementation beginning 2013-14), 2 (implementation beginning 2014-15), or 3 (implementation beginning 
2015-16).  A total of 23 (out of a possible 63) principal responses were collected on the Principal 
Implementation and Sustainability Survey, yielding a 37% completion rate.   Respondents were current 
principals whose schools were in Cohort 1, 2, or 3 of the SEAL Replication Model.  There may have been 
different participants in the fall 2019 survey versus the 2018 survey due to changes in district and site-level 
leadership across years, and because even personnel who remained in the same positions may not have all 
responded to both surveys. 
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Figure 4 
Participants across Five Surveys that Collected Site-Level Leadership Data 
 
a Demographics based on Sustainability survey results. 
Part Three:  Survey Findings about Site-Level Leadership 
  
Findings from the five surveys showed some differences within role types that may be attributed to the 
timing of the survey administration. Due to changes in district and site-level leadership over the years, the 
following data summaries include the data from the Coach-Facilitator Survey, the 2019 District Leader 
Implementation and Sustainability Survey, and the 2019 Principal Implementation and Sustainability Survey.  
Data from the 2018 District Leader Survey and the 2018 Principal Survey were used if relevant items were 
not included in the 2019 surveys.   For findings from across all five surveys, see Section 2 – Appendix P. 
 
Findings from Data Related to DOI AREA 1B – SEAL Values, Goals and Principles 
Indicator 1.4 School policies and decisions take into consideration SEAL values, goals, and principles. 
 
Data from the surveys were grouped, by role type, around two types of survey items related to Indicator 1.4:  
• Perceptions about SEAL values, goals, and principles 
• Collaboration 
 
Table 1 below provides a summary of the data aligned to Indicator 1.4. See Section 2 – Appendix P for 
additional findings. 
 
 
  
District 
Leaders
•Align district policies and decisions to SEAL    
principles, values, and goals
•Bridge SEAL to other district initiatives
•Allocate time/resouces for SEAL 
implementation
•Support coherence and alignment across 
SEAL sites
Demographics a:
43%  6+ yrs district administrator 
experience
71%  3+ yrs SEAL District Leader
Principals
•Align school policies and decisions to SEAL 
principles, values, and goals
•Bridge SEAL to other school initiatives
•Intentioanlly plan for SEAL professional 
learning and continous improvement efforts
•Allocate time/resources for SEAL 
implementation
•Support SEAL Coach-Facilitator
Demographics a:
48%  11+ yrs principal experience
96%  3+ yrs SEAL Principal
Coach-
Facilitators
•Extend teacher professional learning
•Support Thematic Unit Development
•Provide in-classroom support
•Faciliate communication and connections 
across initiatives
Demographics:
64%  11+ yrs teaching experience
46%  3+ yrs SEAL Coach-Facilitator
61%  EL Authorization
30%  Bilingual Authorization 
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Table 1 
Summary of SEAL Leader Perspectives related to Indicator 1.4 
Item Type District Leaders Principals Coach-Facilitators 
 
Perceptions of SEAL Values, 
Goals and Principles 
 
43% of all of our schools 
have SEAL values, goals, and 
principles reflected in SEAL 
schools/classrooms a 
 
96% agree or strongly agree 
that school policies and 
decisions reflect SEAL values, 
and/or goals 
 
94% feel SEAL model, vision, 
goals, and research base are 
helpful/very helpful  
 
Collaboration 
 
 
93% agree or strongly agree 
that SEAL principals and 
coach-facilitators work with 
other district staff and 
myself to lead and support 
SEAL implementation 
 
 
95% agree or strongly agree 
that SEAL principals and 
coach-facilitators work with 
other district staff and myself 
to lead and support SEAL 
implementation and 
sustainability 
 
45% participate in discussions 
about coherence and 
alignment of SEAL and other 
site and district-level 
initiatives  
1-2/month (35%); 1-2/week 
(10%); 1-2/reporting period 
(26%);  
1-2/year (23%); Never (6%) 
a Responses are from the 2018 District Leader and Principal Survey.  At the request of SEAL leadership, this item was not included in the 2019 
Sustainability survey. 
 
Principals and coach-facilitators report high levels of agreement that school policies and decisions take SEAL 
values, goals, and principals into consideration or are helpful to them.  District leaders in the 2018 survey have 
a lower level of agreement.   District leaders and principals have high levels of agreement with statements 
about collaborating across levels to ensure alignment (93% and 95%). However, these perceptions do not align 
with the frequency of this collaboration reported by coach-facilitators (45% participate in discussions about 
coherence and alignment 1-2 times per month or more and 55% participate less frequently). 
 
Qualitative data indicate that district leaders expressed concern about the cost and sustainability of the SEAL 
model and its cross-level collaboration.  Principals and coach-facilitators offered specific examples of how 
policies and decisions are made regarding school programs and initiatives that align with the SEAL Model—a 
positive indicator for the adaptability of the SEAL Model itself and simultaneously supportive of district leader 
concerns. 
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Leadership Voices – Representative Quotes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Findings Related to DOI AREA 1B – SEAL Model Articulation and Coherence 
Indicator 1.5 Site leadership articulates, and sustains coherence between SEAL and other initiatives, 
programs/key services, and resources across preschool through grade three classrooms. 
 
Data from the surveys were grouped, by role type, around two types of survey items related to Indicator 1.5:  
• Perceptions of coherence between SEAL and other initiatives/services/resources across PreK–3rd 
grade classrooms 
• Centering SEAL in decision-making processes 
 
Table 2 below provides a summary of the data aligned to Indicator 1.5. See Section 2 – Appendix P for 
additional findings. 
 
 
  
District Leaders 
“We need resources to sustain coaching and release time. SEAL is an expensive model well worth the 
funding but in districts with declining enrollment, cuts need to be made.” 
 
“From the District perspective, there is inconsistency when it comes to implementation levels by the site 
as well as principal support for sustainability. This has to do with the school site administrator's 
familiarity and knowledge of the SEAL framework.  We are planning to hold principal sessions for 
sustainability support. Also, SEAL coaches are meeting with principals to provide coaching and/or PD for 
TK-3 teachers. For new principals, the SEAL coach-facilitator will provide an in-person PD.” 
 
Principals 
“Our site plans for sustainability by planning unit development days in advance, and revisiting SEAL 
principles and practices during staff meetings.” 
 
“We have been intentional as we develop plans to have a greater school focus on STEM and ensure that 
this program change enhances our SEAL implementation.” 
 
Coach-Facilitators 
“SEAL and ICLE [International Center for Leadership] are becoming aligned at our site because teachers 
and I have worked together to ensure that rigorous, relevant questioning is a part of our units and we 
have shared that information with our principal.  Coaches have helped with this alignment too at UDDs.” 
 
“We have just adopted a new language arts program this month and will be looking through the materials 
to see how we can align the materials we will have to our existing units. The new adoption will present a 
challenge, but it is kind of exciting to see how everything will fit together.  In the past, we have used district 
grade level blue prints for language arts, Thinking Maps, and Creative Curriculum to inform our units.” 
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Table 2 
Summary of SEAL Leader Perspectives related to Indicator 1.5 
Item Type District Leaders Principals Coach-Facilitators 
 
Levels of Coherence and 
Alignment between SEAL and 
other initiatives/services/ 
resources PreK–3rd grade 
 
 
86% agree or strongly agree 
there is coherence and 
coordination between SEAL 
and other initiatives, key 
services, and resources 
across TK–3rd grade 
classrooms 
 
70% agree or strongly agree 
there is coherence and 
coordination between SEAL 
and other initiatives, key 
services, and resources 
across TK–3rd grade 
classrooms 
 
70% feel increased coherence 
between SEAL and other 
initiatives, key services, and 
resources across PreK–3rd 
grade classrooms are effective 
or highly effective 
 
Centering SEAL in decision-
making process  
 
64% of all of our schools 
consider the SEAL Model 
when new initiatives are 
brought into our school, to 
establish coherence and 
alignment a 
 
79% agree or strongly agree 
the SEAL Model is considered 
when new initiatives are 
brought into our school, to 
establish coherence and 
alignment a 
 
67% feel participating in 
discussions about coherence 
and alignment of SEAL and 
other site and district-level 
initiatives/professional 
development is effective or 
highly effective 
a Responses are from the 2018 District Leader and Principal Survey.  At the request of SEAL leadership, this item was not included in the 2019 
Sustainability survey. 
 
Overall, district leaders, principals, and coach-facilitators report high levels of agreement with statements 
about the presence of coherence, alignment, and centering of SEAL to PreK–3rd grade school 
initiatives/services/resources; district leaders have the highest level of agreement.  
 
Coach-facilitators were asked about their perceptions about the effectiveness of participating in discussions 
about coherence and alignment. Although district leaders and principals agree that SEAL is considered in the 
decision-making process, only 67% of SEAL coach-facilitators felt effective in their discussions. Coach-
facilitators described some of their struggles in aligning SEAL to other initiatives/services/resources below. 
 
Leadership Voices – Representative Quotes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Coach-Facilitators  
“My site has a lot going on. For the most part, initiatives are aligned and everyone and everything works 
well together. It is the time and depth that each initiative requires of each of the stakeholders that gets 
tricky.” 
 
“We are beginning to see alignment.  One of the roadblocks is that many teachers needed to be trained 
in all the different initiatives first before they could begin to see how things could be integrated.  I'm 
hoping that next year we will begin to see this happen more.”   
 
“There needs to be discussions with all Teachers on Special Assignments to support all initiatives. 
Principals need to be held accountable for implementation and then teachers as well.” 
 
SEAL Research & Evaluation Brief 5:  Leader Perspectives of SEAL Site-Level Implementation and Sustainability 11  
 
Findings Related to DOI AREA 1B – Intentional Sustainability and Refinement 
Indicator 1.6 Intentional site planning ensures sustainability and refinement in order to understand/assess 
the impact of SEAL practices 
 
Data from the three surveys were grouped, by role type, around three types of survey items related to 
Indicator 1.6:  
• Intentional planning 
• Use of DOI/Data Analysis 
• Levels of implementation of the SEAL Model 
 
Table 3 below provides a summary of the data aligned to Indicator 1.5. See Section 2 – Appendix P for 
additional findings. 
 
Table 3 
Summary of SEAL Leader Perspectives related to Indicator 1.6 
Item Type District Leaders Principals Coach Facilitators 
 
Intentional Planning 
 
64% agree or strongly 
agree their schools have 
increased collaboration and 
intentional planning 
between district and site 
leaders, based on the SEAL 
design 
 
83% agree or strongly 
agree their schools have 
increased collaboration 
and intentional planning 
between district and site 
leaders, based on the SEAL 
design 
 
90% rate themselves as 
effective or highly effective as 
a SEAL Coach-Facilitator to 
significantly impact increased 
collaboration and intentional 
planning based on the SEAL 
Model 
 
Use of DOI/Data Analysis 
 
50% agree or strongly 
agree that the Depth of 
Implementation tool is 
used to gather data about 
SEAL implementation and 
inform continuous 
improvement and 
sustainability 
 
39% agree or strongly 
agree that the Depth of 
Implementation tool is 
used to gather data about 
SEAL implementation and 
inform continuous 
improvement and 
sustainability 
 
22% facilitate and support 
data analysis  
(to support SEAL 
Implementation) 
1-2/month – 1-2/week 
 
Levels of Implementation 
 
86% agree or strongly 
agree that they have seen 
high levels of 
implementation of the 
SEAL Model at their schools 
 
 
83% agree or strongly 
agree that they have seen 
high levels of 
implementation of the 
SEAL Model at their 
schools 
 
72% rate their impact as 
effective or highly effective 
for ensuring high levels of 
implementation of the SEAL 
Model 
 
There was a high level of agreement between district leaders and principals that they had seen high levels of 
implementation of the SEAL Model at their schools, and coach-facilitators indicated their impact was effective 
for ensuring high levels of implementation. Coach-Facilitators felt more effective in intentional planning time 
and collaboration than in levels of implementation to support sustainability and refinement. Furthermore, 
across role types, there were low levels of use of data to assess the impact of SEAL practices either through 
the use of the DOI or at the classroom-level. 
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Part Four:  Summary of Findings and Implications 
 
The findings delineated in this research and evaluation brief highlight leader perspectives on the depth of 
implementation for Area 1B of the SEAL DOI Tool. There were high levels of agreement for some areas related 
to Indicator 1.4 – SEAL Values, Goals, and Principals, 1.5 – Articulation and Coherence, and 1.6 – Intentional 
Sustainability and Refinement. Overall, results appear to indicate that perceptions of sustainability and 
refinement vary by role, frequency, and effectiveness. At the site-level, coach-facilitators indicated lower 
ratings for collaboration to enact these, including discussion around decision-making. Across role types, there 
were low levels of use of the DOI or classroom data to analyze the impact of SEAL practices for refinement and 
sustainability. The following presents a summary of findings by indicators: 
 
Results Related to DOI AREA 1B – 1.4 SEAL Values, Goals, and Principles 
• Role types closest to classroom implementation have higher levels of agreement about school policies 
and decisions taking SEAL values and goals into consideration. 
• District leads and principals have high levels of agreement regarding statements about their cross-level 
collaboration leading to site-level decision-making. 
• Less than half (45%) of SEAL coach-facilitators participate in discussions about coherence and 
alignment of SEAL and other site and district-level initiatives 1–2 times per month or more frequently. 
 
Results Related to DOI AREA 1B – 1.5 Articulation and Coherence 
• Overall, district leaders, principals, and coach-facilitators report high levels of agreement with 
statements about the presence of coherence, alignment, and centering of SEAL to PreK–3rd grade 
school initiatives/services/resources; district leaders have the highest level of agreement. 
• Although district leaders and principals agree that SEAL is considered in the decision-making process, 
only 67% of SEAL coach-facilitators feel effective in their discussions about articulation and coherence. 
 
Results Related to DOI AREA 1B – 1.6 Intentional Sustainability and Refinement 
• District leaders and principals agree that they see high levels of implementation of the SEAL Model at 
their schools; coach-facilitators indicated their impact was effective for ensuring high levels of 
implementation. 
• Coach-Facilitators felt more effective in intentional planning time and collaboration than in levels of 
implementation to support sustainability and refinement although only 22% of coaches facilitate and 
support data analysis to support implementation.  
• Across role types there were low levels of use of the DOI or classroom data to analyze the impact of 
SEAL practices. 
 
Implications about Site-Level Leadership based on Survey Responses 
 
Our analysis of site-leader perspectives points to implications for replication at both the systems level as well 
as for particular role types. Short- and mid-term outcomes as outlined in the SEAL Logic Model include 
infrastructure and capacity development to regularly monitor SEAL Implementation at the site level. 
 
District-level and Site-level Leaders: 
• Emphasize SEAL values, goals, and principles in district-wide ongoing professional learning to support 
principals who indicated the need to have additional professional development and planning 
opportunities with other principals.  
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• Create intentional and consistent spaces for district and site-level leaders to refresh their focus on SEAL,
and to clarify and agree upon what the Consistent and Sustainability Levels mean in terms of classroom
practices and related policies.
• Coordinate cross-district articulation and support for SEAL site-level leaders.  Given that more than half
of principals indicated their schools were at a level of Consistent Implementation (57%) or
Sustainability (4%), exemplar practices from schools at these levels can be uplifted.
• Use the SEAL DOI Tool district-wide to document evidence for principals who rated their schools at the
Consistent Implementation Level, given they seemed to have greater clarity about what consistent
implementation of SEAL looks like in classrooms, and the type of teacher collaboration that supports
that.
• Schedule and plan more consistent opportunities for coach-facilitators to collaborate with site and
district leaders to engage in decision-making processes that support the implementation of the SEAL
Model.
SEAL Management (Project-wide Leaders): 
• Identify benchmarks during the SEAL professional learning cycles to introduce and use the SEAL DOI
Tool for all leadership roles—district leader, site principals, and coach-facilitators:
o To create a sense of ownership and confidence among district and school staff in identifying
perceived levels of system-wide implementation.
o To engage in dialogue around increasing levels of implementation to achieve sustainability.
• Use the SEAL Logic Model to refine and support decision-making processes at the project level that
impact district and site-level leader roles and responsibilities.
• Use the information from coach-facilitators, principals, and district leaders related to implementing
SEAL at a Consistent Level to support the determination of fidelity measures related to the DOI areas,
to enable future research and evaluation studies that take into account levels of fidelity.
• Document site-level profiles that exemplify practices that contribute to sustainable levels of
implementation.
This brief is based on the 4-Year External Research and Evaluation Study 
conducted by the Center for Equity for English Learners at Loyola Marymount University 
and Wexford Institute for the Sobrato Family Foundation. 
http://www.wexford.org http://soe.lmu.edu/centers/ceel/ http://www.sobrato.com/SEAL 
Brief 5 Recommended Citation:  Lavadenz, M., Cassidy, S., Armas, E., Saldivar, R., & López, G. (2020). Cross-research analysis: 
leader perspectives of SEAL site-level implementation and sustainability. In Center for Equity for English Learners, Loyola 
Marymount University & Wexford Institute, Sobrato Early Academic Language (SEAL) Model: Final report of findings from a 
four-year study (Section 2, Brief 5). doi: https://doi.org/10.15365/ceel.seal2020
Sobrato Early Academic Language (SEAL) Model 
Research and Evaluation Final Report 
Section 2:  Leader Perspectives on System-Level Implementation Studies 
Appendices 
Section 2 | Appendix A 1 
Section 2 – Appendix A 
SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI) Tool 
The SEAL Depth of Implementation Tool is intended for all stakeholders: teachers, coaches, and leaders at the 
project, district, and site-levels to reflect on and record evidence for levels of implementation of the SEAL Model. 
The purpose of the SEAL DOI Tool is multi-dimensional and allows stakeholder teams to: 
• Identify and examine levels of implementation of the SEAL Model within and across classrooms and
school sites.
• Conduct a system-wide reflection on evidence of implementation based on information gathered from
classroom walkthroughs, site-visitations, coach and teacher reflection sessions, and curriculum
templates. Variations related to implementation are identified in order to guide and focus actions for
implementation.
• Review and discuss data sources in order to strengthen and refine SEAL implementation. The DOI is
meant as a reflective tool used to evaluate implementation at the program level, not at the individual
level.
The SEAL DOI Tool is organized around six areas addressed in the SEAL Model, and aligned with research-based 
elements for English Learner education. For each of the six DOI areas, the tool delineates key indicators, 
examples of supporting evidence, and depth of implementation descriptors. 
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Section 2 – Appendix B 
Depth of Implementation (DOI) Tool Data Collection Process 
 
The DOI Tool includes six focus areas.  Data collection across these six areas involves different participant groups 
as delineated in the figure below. Given the scope of this study, the research team considered the feasibility of 
data collection and limited the focus to four of the six SEAL DOI areas as follows: 
 
• Area 1: Leadership 
• Area 2: Professional Learning 
• Area 3: Curriculum 
• Area 6: Family Partnerships 
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Depth of Implementation (DOI) Tool
Area 1 – Leadership
Area 6 – Family Partnerships
Interviewer:
SEAL District 
Relations 
Coordinator
Interviewee(s):
District Leadership
Site-Level Principal
Depth of Implementation (DOI)  
Tool
Area 2 – Professional Learning
Area 3 - Curriculum
Interviewer:
SEAL Coordinating 
Trainer
Interviewee:
SEAL Coach 
Facilitator
Depth of Implementation (DOI) Tool
Area 4 - Instruction
Area 5 - Environment
Area 6 - Family Partnerships
Observer:
SEAL Coach 
Facilitator
Observee:
SEAL Teachers
SEAL Research Director 
Reviews Evidence, Oversees Assignment of Ratings. 
SEAL Research Director 
Collects ratings, Calculates average. 
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Section 2 – Appendix C 
Depth of Implementation (DOI), SEAL District Leader/Site Leader Interview Protocol 
The SEAL District Leader/Site Leader Interview Protocol was developed by the LMU Center for Equity for 
English Learners (CEEL) as part of the Depth of Implementation (DOI) Tool data collection processes. Once 
conducted, interviewers determine a rating score substantiated by evidence statements from interview notes 
and other supporting documents/artifacts. Ratings and key notes are transferred to an electronic rating sheet 
and converted into a score along a 4-point scale for each area. The protocol was frontloaded with detailed 
directions and a detailed script to ensure consistency and to standardize data collection across interviewers 
given that, by design, interviewers for the DOI Tool were from the SEAL Leadership and Management Teams. 
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Depth of Implementation (DOI), SEAL Coach-Facilitator Interview Protocol  
 
The SEAL Coach-Facilitator Interview Protocol was developed by the LMU Center for Equity for English 
Learners (CEEL) as part of the Depth of Implementation (DOI) Tool data collection processes. Once conducted, 
interviewers determine a rating score substantiated by evidence statements from interview notes and other 
supporting documents/artifacts. The protocol was frontloaded with detailed directions and a detailed script 
to ensure consistency and to standardize data collection across interviewers given that, by design, 
interviewers for the DOI Tool were from the SEAL Leadership and Management Teams. Interviewees were 
instructed to ask for information specific to each site in cases where the Coach-Facilitator oversees more than 
one site. 
 
S2. Appendix D 
Depth of Implementation (DOI), SEAL Coach-Facilitator Interview Protocol  
  1 2 
Section 2 | Appendix D 2 
 3 4 
Section 2 | Appendix E 1 
Section 2 – Appendix E 
Depth of Implementation (DOI) Rating Results by District 
Tables E1–E5 below detail DOI rating results for each of the five California school districts that participated in 
our investigation of the Depth of Implementation (DOI) of the SEAL Model. The scores were derived from 
various artifacts, observations, and in large part from interviews with school leads, and Coach-Facilitators. 
Interviewers consisted of various members of the SEAL Leadership and management teams. School-level 
results are aggregated by DOI Area and indicator. These may provide additional insights and serve to guide 
discussion related to other areas of inquiry. 
S2. Table E1 
DOI Ratings for District A 
AREA 1B: SITE-LEVEL SYSTEMS 
School Interviewer a Interviewee 
1.4 School policies & 
decisions consider 
SEAL values and goals 
1.5 Articulation, 
continuity, and 
coherence 
1.6 Planning to 
ensure refinement 
& sustainability Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal 3 3 2 2.67 
School 1 DT Coach 3 3 2 2.67 
School 1 SEAL Trainer Coach 4 4 2 3.33 
School 2 DRA Principal 4 4 4 4.00 
School 2 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 3 3 3.00 
School 3 DRA Principal 2 2 2 2.00 
School 3 DISD Coach 2 2 2 2.00 
School 4 DRA Principal 2 3 3 2.67 
School 4 DT Coach 3 3 3 3.00 
School 5 DRA Principal 2 1 2 1.67 
School 5 DISD Coach 1 1 1 1.00 
Overall 2.64 2.64 2.36 2.55 
AREA 2: PROFESSIONAL LEARNING 
2.1 EL research-based 
practices 
2.2 Reflective 
practice Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal - - - 
School 1 DT Coach 3 4 3.50 
School 1 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 3 3.00 
School 2 DRA Principal - - - 
School 2 SEAL Trainer Coach (n=2) 4 4 4.00 
School 3 DRA Principal - - - 
School 3 DISD Coach (n=2) 2 2 2.00 
School 4 DRA Principal - - - 
School 4 DT Coach 3 4 3.50 
School 5 DRA Principal - - - 
School 5 DISD Coach 2 2 2.0 
Overall 2.83 3.17 3.00 
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S2. Table E1 (cont’d) 
DOI Ratings for District A 
a DRA= District Relations Administrator; DT=District Trainer; DISD=Director of Strategic Design—all members of SEAL leadership and 
management. 
AREA 3 - CURRICULUM 
School Interviewer a Interviewee 
3.1 Standards-based 
and interdisciplinary 
3.2 Comprehensive 
development of 
thematic units 
3.3 Curriculum 
plans & thematic 
units reviewed  Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 1 DT Coach 3 4 3 3.33 
School 1 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 2 2 2.00 
School 2 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 2 SEAL Trainer Coach (n=2) 4 3 4 3.67 
School 3 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 3 DISD Coach (n=2) 3 4 4 3.67 
School 4 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 4 DT Coach 3 3 3 3.00 
School 5 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 5 DISD Coach 2 2 2 2.00 
Overall 2.83 3.00 3.00 2.94 
AREA 6: FAMILY PARTNERSHIPS 
6.1 Communication 
between teachers 
and families 
6.2 Family 
participation Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal 3 3 3.00 
School 1 DR Coach 3 3 3.00 
School 1 SEAL Trainer Coach 4 4 4.00 
School 2 DRA Principal 3 4 3.50 
School 2 SEAL Trainer Coach (n=2) 4 4 4.00 
School 3 DRA Principal 2 2 2.00 
School 3 DISD Coach (n=2) 2 2 2.00 
School 4 DRA Principal 3 2 2.50 
School 4 DT Coach 3 2 2.50 
School 5 DRA Principal 2 2 2.00 
School 5 DISD Coach 2 2 2.00 
Overall 2.82 2.73 2.77 
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S2. Table E2 
DOI Ratings for District B  
AREA 1B: SITE-LEVEL SYSTEMS 
School  Interviewer a Interviewee  
1.4 School policies 
& decisions 
consider SEAL 
values and goals 
1.5 Articulation, 
continuity, and 
coherence 
1.6 Planning to 
ensure 
refinement & 
sustainability Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal 4 4 3 3.67 
School 1 SEAL Trainer Coach 4 4 3 3.67 
School 2 DRA Principal 1 2 2 1.67 
School 2 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 2 2 2.00 
School 3 DRA Principal 2 2 2 2.00 
School 3 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 2 3 2.33 
Overall 2.50 2.67 2.50 2.56 
AREA 2: PROFESSIONAL LEARNING 
   
2.1 EL research-
based practices 
2.2 Reflective 
practice 
 
Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal - -  - 
School 1 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 4  3.50 
School 2 DRA Principal - -  - 
School 2 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 3  2.50 
School 3 DRA Principal - -  - 
School 3 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 3  3.00 
Overall 2.67 3.33  3.00 
AREA 3 - CURRICULUM 
   
3.1 Standards-
based and 
interdisciplinary 
3.2 
Comprehensive 
development of 
thematic units 
3.3 Curriculum 
plans & thematic 
units reviewed 
Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 1 SEAL Trainer Coach 4 3 3 3.33 
School 2 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 2 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 3 3 3.00 
School 3 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 3 SEAL Trainer Coach 4 3 4 3.67 
Overall 3.67 3.00 3.33 3.33 
 
 
AREA 6: FAMILY PARTNERSHIPS 
School Interviewer Interviewee 
6.1 Communication 
between teachers 
and families 
6.2 Family 
participation  Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal 4 4  4.00 
School 1 SEAL Trainer Coach 4 4  4.00 
School 2 DRA Principal 2 2  2.00 
School 2 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 3  3.00 
School 3 DRA Principal 2 3  2.50 
School 3 SEAL Trainer  Coach 3 2  2.50 
Overall 3.00 3.00  3.00 
a DRA= District Relations Administrator; DT=District Trainer; DISD=Director of Strategic Design—all members of SEAL leadership and 
management. 
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S2. Table E3 
DOI Ratings for District C 
AREA 1B: SITE-LEVEL SYSTEMS 
School Interviewer a Interviewee 
1.4 School policies & 
decisions consider SEAL 
values and goals 
1.5 Articulation, 
continuity, and 
coherence 
1.6 Planning to 
ensure refinement 
& sustainability Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal 4 4 4 4.00 
School 1 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 3 3 3.00 
School 2 DRA Principal 2 2 2 2.00 
School 2 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 1 1 1.33 
Overall 2.75 2.50 2.50 2.58 
AREA 2: PROFESSIONAL LEARNING 
2.1 EL research-based 
practices 
2.2 Reflective practice 
Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal - - - 
School 1 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 2 2.00 
School 2 DRA Principal - - - 
School 2 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 2 2.00 
Overall 2.00 2.00 2.00 
AREA 3 - CURRICULUM 
3.1 Standards-based and 
interdisciplinary 
3.2 Comprehensive 
development of 
thematic units 
3.3 Curriculum 
plans & thematic 
units reviewed  Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 1 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 3 3 3.00 
School 2 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 2 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 3 3 3.00 
Overall 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 
AREA 6: FAMILY PARTNERSHIPS 
6.1 Communication 
between teachers and 
families 
6.2 Family 
participation Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal 2 2 2.00 
School 1 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 3 3.00 
School 2 DRA Principal 2 2 2.00 
School 2 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 2 2.00 
Overall 2.25 2.25 2.25 
a DRA= District Relations Administrator; DT=District Trainer; DISD=Director of Strategic Design—all members of SEAL leadership and 
management. 
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S2. Table E4 
DOI Ratings for District D  
AREA 1B: SITE-LEVEL SYSTEMS 
School  Interviewer a Interviewee  
1.4 School policies & 
decisions consider SEAL 
values and goals 
1.5 Articulation, 
continuity, and 
coherence 
1.6 Planning to 
ensure refinement 
& sustainability Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal 3 2 3 2.67 
School 1 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 3 3 3.00 
School 2 DRA Principal 3 2 2 2.33 
School 2 SEAL Trainer Coach 1 2 1 1.33 
School 3 DRA Principal 3 2 2 2.33 
School 3 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 2 2 2.00 
Overall 2.50 2.17 2.17 2.28 
AREA 2: PROFESSIONAL LEARNING 
   
2.1 EL research-based 
practices 
2.2 Reflective 
practice 
 
Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal - -  - 
School 1 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 2  2.00 
School 2 DRA Principal - -  - 
School 2 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 2  2.00 
School 3 DRA Principal - -  - 
School 3 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 3  3.00 
Overall 2.33 2.33  2.33 
AREA 3 - CURRICULUM 
   
3.1 Standards-based and 
interdisciplinary 
3.2 Comprehensive 
development of 
thematic units 
3.3 Curriculum 
plans & thematic 
units reviewed Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 1 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 2 3 2.67 
School 2 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 2 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 2 3 2.67 
School 3 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 3 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 3 3 3.00 
Overall 3.00 2.33 3.00 2.78 
 
AREA 6: FAMILY PARTNERSHIPS 
   
6.1 Communication 
between teachers and 
families 
6.2 Family 
participation  Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal 3 3  3.00 
School 1 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 2  2.00 
School 2 DRA Principal 2 3  2.50 
School 2 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 2  2.00 
School 3 DRA Principal 2 2  2.00 
School 3 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 3  2.50 
Overall 2.17 2.50  2.33 
a DRA= District Relations Administrator; DT=District Trainer; DISD=Director of Strategic Design—all members of SEAL leadership and 
management. 
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S2. Table E5 
DOI Ratings for District E 
AREA 1B: SITE-LEVEL SYSTEMS 
School Interviewer a Interviewee 
1.4 School policies & 
decisions consider 
SEAL values and goals 
1.5 
Articulation, 
continuity, and 
coherence 
1.6 Planning to 
ensure 
refinement & 
sustainability Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal 3 3 3 3.00 
School 1 CFC Coach 4 3 3 3.33 
School 2 DRA Principal 2 2 2 2.00 
School 3 DRA Principal 2 2 2 2.00 
School 3 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 2 2 2.00 
School 4 DRA Principal 3 3 2 2.67 
School 4 CFC Coach 2 2 2 2.00 
School 5 DRA Principal 2 3 2 2.33 
School 5 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 2 2 2.00 
Overall 2.44 2.44 2.22 2.37 
AREA 2: PROFESSIONAL LEARNING 
2.1 EL research-based 
practices  
2.2 Reflective 
practice 
Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal - - - 
School 1 CFC Coach 3 3 3.00 
School 2 DRA Principal * * * 
School 3 DRA Principal - - - 
School 3 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 2 2.00 
School 4 DRA Principal - - - 
School 4 CFC Coach 3 3 3.00 
School 5 DRA Principal - - - 
School 5 SEAL Trainer Coach 2 2 2.00 
Overall 2.50 2.50 2.50 
AREA 3 - CURRICULUM 
3.1 Standards-
based and 
interdisciplinary 
3.2 Comprehensive 
development of 
thematic units 
3.3 Curriculum 
plans & thematic 
units reviewed  Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 1 CFC Coach 3 3 3 3.00 
School 2 DRA Principal * * * * 
School 3 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 3 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 3 3 3.00 
School 4 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 4 CFC Coach 3 3 3 3.00 
School 5 DRA Principal - - - - 
School 5 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 3 3 3.00 
Overall 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 
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S2. Table E5 (cont’d) 
DOI Ratings for District E  
AREA 6: FAMILY PARTNERSHIPS 
School  Interviewera Interviewee  
6.1 
Communication 
between 
teachers and 
families 
6.2 Family 
participation  Overall 
School 1 DRA Principal 3 3  3.00 
School 1 CFC Coach 3 4  3.50 
School 2 DRA Principal 2 2  2.00 
School 3 DRA Principal 3 3  3.00 
School 3 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 3  3.00 
School 4 DRA Principal 2 3  2.50 
School 4 CFC Coach 2 2  2.00 
School 5 DRA Principal 2 2  2.00 
School 5 SEAL Trainer Coach 3 3  3.00 
Overall 2.56 2.78  2.67 
Note. Rater for School 3 was unable to provide a score for Areas 2 and 3. 
a DRA= District Relations Administrator; DT=District Trainer; DISD=Director of Strategic Design—all members of SEAL leadership and 
management. 
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Section 2 - Appendix F 
SEAL District Leader 2018 Survey Instrument 
In consultation with the SEAL Leadership Team and LMU-CEEL, Wexford developed the SEAL District 
Leader Survey and the SEAL Principal Survey 2018 (See Section 2–Appendix H).  The survey items were 
developed so that the two surveys aligned with each other and with the SEAL Depth of Implementation 
Tool (DOI).  Both surveys included items focused on district lead and principal perspectives of 
implementation of SEAL at the district and site-level.  The District Leader Survey consisted of these 
sections: 
• Part A: Experience with SEAL (2 questions)
• Part B: Experiences as an Administrator (4 questions)
• Part C: Experience as a Teacher (3 questions)
• Part D: Education and Authorization (3 questions)
• Part E: District-Level Implementation of SEAL (4 questions)
• Part F: Site-Level Implementation of SEAL (18 questions)
S2. Appendix F 
SEAL District Leader 2018 Survey Instrument 
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S2. Appendix F (continued) 
SEAL District Leader 2018 Survey Instrument 
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S2. Appendix F (continued) 
SEAL District Leader 2018 Survey Instrument 
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S2. Appendix F (continued) 
SEAL District Leader 2018 Survey Instrument 
Section 2 - Appendix G 
SEAL District Leader Implementation Survey Data 2018 
In consultation with the SEAL Leadership Team and LMU-CEEL, Wexford developed the SEAL District 
Leader Implementation Survey. The survey items were developed so that this survey and the SEAL 
Principal Implementation Survey (See Section 2–Appendix H) aligned with each other and with the SEAL 
Depth of Implementation Tool (DOI).  
Of 15 SEAL Cohort 1–3 school districts, 15 district leaders responded to this survey.  However, not all 
district leaders provided responses to all the survey items.  The response percentages given are based on 
the total number of respondents for each survey item.  Tables G1–G13 display self-reported demographics 
by district leader respondents.  Tables G14–G36 present district leaders’ perspectives on the 
implementation of SEAL at the district and school levels.  Tables G37-G39 list the district level and site 
level implementation survey items by mean rating.  
S2. Table G1  
District Participants 
District n % 
Berryessa Union 1 6 
Evergreen 1 6 
Fillmore 2 13 
Franklin McKinley 1 6 
Gilroy 1 6 
Milpitas 0 0 
Mountain View 2 13 
Oak Grove 2 13 
Redwood City 1 6 
San Lorenzo 2 13 
San Rafael City 1 6 
Santa Clara 1 6 
Total 15 100 
S2. Table G2  
Years Working as a SEAL District Leader 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 1 7 
2 years 2 14 
3 or more years 11 79 
Total 14 100 
S2. Table G3  
Previous Positions Within SEAL 
Types of Positions n % 
District Administrator 10 67 
Principal 2 13 
Assistant Principal 0 0 
Teacher 0 0 
Coach 0 0 
None 3 20 
Other 0 0 
Total 15 100 
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S2. Table G4  
Experience as a District Administrator 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 1 7 
2-5 years 6 40 
6-10 years 3 20 
11 years or more 5 33 
Total 15 100 
S2. Table G5  
District Administrator Responsibilities for SEI or ELM Programs 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 2 13 
2-5 years 8 53 
6-10 years 3 20 
11 years or more 1 7 
None 1 7 
Total 15 100 
S2. Table G6  
District Administrator Responsibilities for Bilingual Programs 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 2 13 
2-5 years 7 47 
6-10 years 2 13 
11 years or more 0 0 
None 4 27 
Total 15 100 
S2. Table G7  
Principal Experience at the Following Grade Levels 
Grade Levels n % 
PreK 1 7 
K-3 2 13 
Elementary 14 93 
Middle School 4 27 
High School 1 7 
Other 1 7 
Total 15 100 
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S2. Table G8  
Teacher Experience at the following Grade Levels 
Grade Levels n % 
PreK 1 7 
K-3 8 53 
Elementary 9 60 
Middle School 6 40 
High School 2 13 
None 0 0 
Other 3 20 
Total 15 100 
S2. Table G9  
Teaching Experience in a Bilingual Program at the following Grade Levels 
Grade Levels n % 
PreK 0 0 
K-3 3 20 
Elementary 3 20 
Middle School 2 13 
High School 0 0 
None 10 67 
Other 0 0 
Total 15 100 
S2. Table G10  
Teaching Experience in an SEI and/or ELM Program for ELs at the following Grade Levels 
Grade Levels n % 
PreK 0 0 
K-3 4 27 
Elementary 7 47 
Middle School 4 27 
High School 1 7 
None 4 27 
Other 0 0 
Total 15 100 
S2. Table G11  
Highest Degrees Reached by District Leaders 
Degrees Achieved n % 
BA or BS 0 0 
MA or M.Ed. 10 71 
Ed.D. or Ph.D. 3 21 
Other 1 7 
Total 14 100 
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S2. Table G12  
Authorizations Held for English Learners by District Leaders 
Authorizations n % 
Multiple or Single Subject Teaching Credential with L Authorization or CLAD Emphasis 9 60 
Multiple or Single Subject Teaching Credential with a Bilingual authorization or BCLAD 
Emphasis 
2 13 
Education Specialist Instruction Credential with English Learner Authorization 1 7 
Bilingual Cross-cultural Specialist Credential 2 13 
CLAD Certificate 3 20 
Bilingual Authorization 1 7 
Language Development Specialist (LDS) Certificate 0 0 
BCLAD Certificate 1 7 
Bilingual Certificate of Competence (BCC) 1 7 
Single Subject Teaching Credential in World Language: ELD content area 1 7 
Supplementary Authorization in English as a Second Language (ESL) or Introductory 
ESL 
1 7 
Multiple or Single Subject Teaching Credential with L Authorization or CLAD Emphasis 9 60 
Total 15 100 
S2. Table G13  
District Participation in SEAL 
School Years n % 
Before 2013-14 4 27 
2013-14 6 40 
2014-15 4 27 
2015-16 1 7 
2016-17 0 0 
2017-18 0 0 
Total 15 100 
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S2. Table G14 
District Leaders’ Perception of Their District’s Implementation of SEAL at the District Level (N=15) 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly  
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. District policies and decisions reflect SEAL values, 
and/or goals. 
15 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(13%) 
10 
(67%) 
3 
(20%) 
b. District schools participating in SEAL collaborate to 
ensure a shared version of SEAL implementation. 
15 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
11 
(73%) 
4 
(27%) 
c. There is district guidance, support and oversight 
about research-based programs and services for ELs. 
15 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
10 
(67%) 
5 
(33%) 
d. There is district guidance and support for the value 
of bilingualism and cultural diversity. 
15 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(20%) 
8 
(53%) 
4 
(27%) 
e. District leaders define and implement articulated 
English Learner (EL) program models (i.e. Dual 
Language, Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, 
Structured English Immersion, English Language 
Mainstream). 
15 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(13%) 
10 
(67%) 
3 
(20%) 
f. District leaders monitor and evaluate articulated 
English Learner program models (i.e. Dual Language, 
Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, Structured 
English Immersion, English Language Mainstream). 
15 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(20%) 
9 
(60%) 
3 
(20%) 
g. SEAL is aligned with other District Initiatives. 14 
1 
(7%) 
0 
(0%) 
8 
(57%) 
5 
(36%) 
h. Resources are allocated for implementation and 
continuation of SEAL practices, action items and 
expenditures in the LCAP. 
15 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(40%) 
9 
(60%) 
i. SEAL Principals and Coach Facilitators work with 
other District Staff and myself to lead and support 
SEAL implementation. 
15 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(7%) 
9 
(60%) 
5 
(33%) 
j. SEAL is integrated into systems and practices within 
the district. 
15 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(13%) 
9 
(60%) 
4 
(27%) 
k. Intentional district planning is conducted to 
improve the implementation of SEAL. 
15 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
10 
(67%) 
5 
(33%) 
l. Intentional district planning is conducted to sustain 
SEAL. 
15 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(7%) 
8 
(53%) 
6 
(40%) 
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S2. Table G15  
District Leaders’ Examples of Increased/Improved SEAL Implementation at the District Level  
Theme Statement 
Increased dissemination in 
district 
“This year we have included our SEAL coaching and staff in our district wide PD around ELD and 
incorporated SEAL into our EL master plan.” 
Increased district-wide 
alignment and planned 
sustainability 
“We are coming to the final year of implementation and are developing a district-wide 
sustainability plan. We continue to work with our site administrators to further align SEAL to 
school-wide practices. Selected strategies have been included in our instructional units for 
summer programming.” 
Increased participation, 
collaboration and continued 
funding 
“Time is allocated for teachers to have weekly collaboration meetings during the school day 
focused on their SEAL implementation.  Coaches continue to have ongoing collaboration 
meetings to support each other. Principals, district leaders and coaches actively participate in 
SEAL convening meetings.  Summer Bridge continues to be a priority and included in summer 
planning and budgeting. More and more teachers are asking to be coached and mentored from 
the SEAL coach.  With a 2-million-dollar budget decrease, district continues to allocate funding 
for SEAL coaches.” 
Increased support “Literacy coaches to support SEAL strategies.” 
Increased teacher 
understanding 
“Now that teachers have a better understanding of what the strategies are, they are asking 
questions that are about the "why" behind a strategy. They are seeing the big picture of how it 
all works together including designated ELD.” 
 
 
S2. Table G16  
District Leaders’ Perception of Their District’s Level of Implementation of SEAL  
Implementation Level n % 
Minimal Implementation 0 0 
Partial Implementation 5 36 
Consistent Implementation 8 57 
Sustainability 1 7 
Total 14 100 
 
 
S2. Table G17 
District Leaders’ Assert or Dissent of SEAL Implementation Barriers in Their Districts and Their Perceptions  
Question Responses n % 
Yes 12 86 
No 2 14 
Total 14 100 
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S2. Table G18 
District Leaders’ Descriptions of Barriers and What Changes Would be Needed 
Theme Descriptions 
Change in leadership “Change in leadership is a current barrier; I am not sure what would be needed to reduce the 
barrier.” 
Decision makers' lack of 
direct experience with 
SEAL 
“Decision makers do not have or benefit from direct experiences in classrooms with SEAL methods 
and chain of command is strictly reinforced and followed.” 
Funding/Budget “Budget.” 
“Funding.” 
“Funding for coaching has been compromised with the budget reductions instituted for 18-19. “It 
will be a challenge to maintain ongoing support.” 
“Funding.  Teachers wanting to participate.” 
“Our biggest barrier is monetary.” 
Increased implementation “I am interested in implementing the appropriate strategies at the secondary level.”  
Increased teacher 
workload 
“Ongoing issues about the additional workload SEAL causes for classroom teachers.”  
Lack of unified 
participation from site 
principals 
“Difference in principal understanding, accountability and expectations at the site.“  
Lack of participant buy-in 
and participation 
“Some belief that "it does not work". So, not all have the same level of implementation.”  
Lack of principal 
participation and staff 
numbers 
“Reduction in coaches. Principal expectation and monitoring. Subs available for training and 
UDD.“ 
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S2. Table G19 
District Leaders’ Perception of Site Level Systems (n=14) 
Survey Items 
n 
None 
n  
(%) 
A Few 
n  
(%) 
Some 
n  
(%) 
All 
n  
(%) 
Don’t Know 
n  
(%) 
a. SEAL values, goals, and principles are reflected in our 
SEAL schools/classrooms. 14 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(7%) 
7 
(50%) 
6 
(43%) 
0 
(0%) 
b. The value of bilingualism and cultural diversity is 
communicated in our school/classrooms. 14 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(21%) 
7 
(50%) 
3 
(21%) 
1 
(7%) 
c. EL program models (i.e. Dual Language, Dual 
Language Immersion, Bilingual, Structured English 
Immersion, English Language Mainstream) are 
articulated and implemented. 
14 0 (0%) 
4 
(29%) 
8 
(57%) 
2 
(14%) 
0 
(0%) 
d. EL program models are monitored and evaluated. 14 0 (0%) 
1 
(7%) 
5 
(36%) 
8 
(57%) 
0 
(0%) 
e. There is coherence between SEAL and other 
initiatives, key services, and resources across preschool 
through grade three classrooms. 
14 1 (7%) 
2 
(14%) 
5 
(36%) 
6 
(43%) 
0 
(0%) 
f. The SEAL Model is considered when new initiatives 
are brought into our school, to establish coherence and 
alignment. 
14 1 (7%) 
2 
(14%) 
1 
(7%) 
9 
(64%) 
1 
(7%) 
g. The Coach/Facilitator has dedicated and sufficient 
support for SEAL implementation. 14 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(14%) 
3 
(21%) 
9 
(64%) 
0 
(0%) 
h. Overall, Intentional planning is used to understand 
and assess the overall impact of SEAL practices. 14 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(14%) 
2 
(14%) 
10 
(71%) 
0 
(0%) 
i. Site plans focus on implementation and refinement of 
SEAL practices. 14 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(7%) 
6 
(43%) 
7 
(50%) 
0 
(0%) 
j. Site plans focus on sustaining SEAL practices. 14 0 (0%) 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(43%) 
7 
(50%) 
1 
(7%) 
k. PD and communities of practice focus on 
implementation and refinement SEAL practices. 13 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(8%) 
6 
(46%) 
6 
(46%) 
0 
(0%) 
l. PD and communities of practice focus on sustaining 
SEAL practices. 14 
1 
(7%) 
1 
(7%) 
6 
(43%) 
6 
(43%) 
0 
(0%) 
m. Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and 
measures for ELs guides selection of assessments and 
analysis of data. 
14 1 (7%) 
1 
(7%) 
7 
(50%) 
5 
(36%) 
0 
(0%) 
n. Data is used to monitor SEAL implementation and 
outcomes and inform continuous improvement of SEAL 
implementation. 
14 1 (7%) 
3 
(21%) 
3 
(21%) 
6 
(43%) 
1 
(7%) 
o. Regular meetings between district and school staff 
are held to discuss depth of implementation and 
identify areas of strength and need. 
14 1 (7%) 
2 
(14%) 
3 
(21%) 
8 
(57%) 
0 
(0%) 
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S2. Table G20 
District Leaders’ Examples of Increased/Improved SEAL Implementation at the School Level  
Theme Statement 
Create common     
language 
“All schools are now implementing SEAL which will strengthen implementation and create 
common language.” 
Data collection aligned 
with other initiatives 
“All sites now have received training so it is easier to leverage principal discussion around 
implementation data collection aligned with other initiatives.” 
Expand across grade levels 
at school site “Expanding to 4/5 at Holly Oak” 
Expand across grade   
levels at school site 
“With collaboration being add this school year, there has been an explicit effort to articulate SEAL 
strategies across grade levels at each school site.” 
Improved principal  
support 
“Principals are more knowledgeable of how to support SEAL implementation at their school sites. 
The principal convenings are a great resource.” 
Increased growth 
opportunities 
“Instructional leadership can improve and ownership from district to site is an opportunity for 
growth.” 
 
 
S2. Table G21 
District Leaders’ Perception of Professional Learning (n=13) 
Survey Items 
n 
None 
n  
(%) 
A Few 
n  
(%) 
Some 
n  
(%) 
All 
n  
(%) 
Don’t Know 
n  
(%) 
a. SEAL School PD systems and time allotted for SEAL PD 
allow for continuous improvement to strengthen and deepen 
SEAL implementation. 
13 0 (0%) 
1 
(8%) 
3 
(23%) 
8 
(62%) 
1 
(8%) 
b. Teachers engage in reflective practice to identify and 
strengthen professional areas of growth related to SEAL. 13 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(8%) 
7 
(54%) 
5 
(38%) 
0 
(0%) 
c. Teachers are responsive to peer or coach classroom 
observers, including SEAL Coach Facilitators and Trainers. 12 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(17%) 
4 
(33%) 
6 
(50%) 
0 
(0%) 
 
 
S2. Table G22 
District Leaders’ Examples of Increased/Improved SEAL Professional Development 
Theme Statement 
Increased participation and 
support for site leaders 
“Increased participation of site leaders attending SEAL Convening. Implementation of 
instructional rounds is assisting leaders in looking for depth of implementation of SEAL 
strategies.” 
Increased PD for all   
cohorts “The district has supported six unit-development days for all cohorts.” 
Increased teacher planning 
time 
“Principals have allowed continuing teachers additional planning time to support unit 
development and designated ELD lessons.” 
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S2. Table G23 
District Leaders’ Perception of Curriculum (n=13) 
Survey Items 
n 
None 
n  
(%) 
A Few 
n  
(%) 
Some 
n  
(%) 
All 
n  
(%) 
Don’t Know 
n  
(%) 
a. SEAL Teachers implement SEAL units that are 
standards-based and interdisciplinary. 13 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
5 
(38%) 
8 
(62%) 
0 
(0%) 
b. SEAL Teachers implement SEAL units that are 
integrated throughout the day. 13 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(8%) 
8 
(62%) 
4 
(31%) 
0 
(0%) 
c. Teachers implement SEAL units that are thematically 
and intentionally organized to develop language. 13 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
5 
(38%) 
8 
(62%) 
0 
(0%) 
d. Designated ELD is content-based to include what 
students need to know to be successful across the 
curriculum. 
13 0 (0%) 
1 
(8%) 
6 
(46%) 
6 
(46%) 
0 
(0%) 
e. Teachers have a Year-Long Plan to address and 
integrate the standards across curricular areas. 13 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
4 
(31%) 
8 
(62%) 
1 
(8%) 
 
 
S2. Table G24 
District Leaders’ Perception of Rich, Complex Oral and Academic Language Instruction (n=13) 
Survey Items 
n 
None 
n  
(%) 
A Few 
n  
(%) 
Some 
n  
(%) 
All 
n  
(%) 
Don’t Know 
n  
(%) 
a. Teachers promote the use of academic vocabulary. 13 0 (0%) 
0 
(0%) 
5 
(38%) 
8 
(62%) 
0 
(0%) 
b. Teachers promote the use of complex language 
structures. 13 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(46%) 
7 
(54%) 
0 
(0%) 
c. Teachers use open-ended and higher order questions 
to encourage students to elaborate, using more precise 
and sophisticated vocabulary and language structures. 
13 0 (0%) 
0 
(0%) 
8 
(62%) 
5 
(38%) 
0 
(0%) 
 
 
S2. Table G25 
District Leaders’ Perception of Text Engagement Instruction (n=13) 
Survey Items 
n 
None 
n  
(%) 
A Few 
n  
(%) 
Some 
n  
(%) 
All 
n  
(%) 
Don’t Know 
n  
(%) 
a. Teachers engage students in noticing, talking about and 
appreciating good, interesting and expressive writing. 13 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(8%) 
7 
(54%) 
5 
(38%) 
0 
(0%) 
b. Teachers explicitly teach children reading 
comprehension strategies across texts using literature 
and informational text related to the theme. 
13 0 (0%) 
1 
(8%) 
7 
(54%) 
5 
(38%) 
0 
(0%) 
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S2. Table G26 
District Leaders’ Perception of Writing Instruction (n=13) 
Survey Items 
n 
None 
n  
(%) 
A Few 
n  
(%) 
Some 
n  
(%) 
All 
n  
(%) 
Don’t Know 
n  
(%) 
a. Teachers implement strategies to ensure students 
produce authentic writing across the curriculum. 13 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(8%) 
7 
(54%) 
5 
(38%) 
0 
(0%) 
b. Students’ writing is published and celebrated. 13 0 (0%) 
1 
(8%) 
5 
(38%) 
7 
(54%) 
0 
(0%) 
 
 
S2. Table G27 
District Leaders’ Examples of Increased/Improved Curriculum and Instruction  
Theme Statement 
Added writing instruction 
support and implementation 
“We have added support this year to writing instruction that supports planning across 
schools. This adds to calibration of implementation.” 
Greater district-wide 
implementation; new ELA/ELD 
literacy program aligns with SEAL 
units 
“There is greater implementation throughout the district in all grades; very dew 
classrooms are not showing progress implementing SEAL. Our current area of support in 
the integration of our new ELA/ELD literacy program so that it aligns with our SEAL units; 
we have made great progress.” 
Print-rich classrooms and 
increased use of leveled 
informational text 
“Print-rich classrooms- anchor charts that serve as a resource for student learning. 
Increased use of leveled informational text.”  
The developed units have the 
standards at the forefront and 
Teachers understand the 
standards 
“Teachers have a deep understanding of the history/social studies standards, as well as, 
the Next Generation Science Standards. The units that have been developed have the 
standards at the forefront.”  
 
 
S2. Table G28 
District Leaders’ Perception of Primary Language Affirmation, Instruction, and Support (n=13) 
Survey Items 
n 
None 
n  
(%) 
A Few 
n  
(%) 
Some 
n  
(%) 
All 
n  
(%) 
Don’t Know 
n  
(%) 
a. Teachers, children and families celebrate, affirm, and 
encourage biliteracy or bilingualism. 13 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(15%) 
7 
(54%) 
4 
(31%) 
0 
(0%) 
b. Primary language instruction or support is used 
intentionally in all EL program models (i.e. Dual 
Language, Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, 
Structured English Immersion, English Language 
Mainstream). 
13 0 (0%) 
4 
(31%) 
6 
(46%) 
3 
(23%) 
0 
(0%) 
c. Teachers follow an articulated EL program model (i.e., 
Dual Language, Bilingual, SEI), as indicated by classroom 
instruction, resources, materials, and use of language 
(primary and/or English). 
13 1 (8%) 
1 
(8%) 
8 
(62%) 
3 
(23%) 
0 
(0%) 
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S2. Table G29  
District Leaders’ Perception of Assessment (n=13) 
Survey Items 
n 
None 
n  
(%) 
A Few 
n  
(%) 
Some 
n  
(%) 
All 
n  
(%) 
Don’t Know 
n  
(%) 
a. Teachers use strategies designed to gather formative 
information on student progress and adjust instruction 
accordingly. 
13 0 (0%) 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(46%) 
7 
(54%) 
0 
(0%) 
b. Summative assessments are recorded based on 
students’ demonstration of mastery through culminating 
activities including oral presentations, collaborative 
projects, and written work. 
13 0 (0%) 
0 
(0%) 
8 
(62%) 
5 
(38%) 
0 
(0%) 
 
 
S2. Table G30  
District Leaders’ Perception of Environment (n=13) 
Survey Items 
n 
None 
n  
(%) 
A Few 
n  
(%) 
Some 
n  
(%) 
All 
n  
(%) 
Don’t Know 
n  
(%) 
a. Interdisciplinary instruction is reflected in the physical 
environment and resources available to students. 13 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(46%) 
7 
(54%) 
0 
(0%) 
b. The environment is student-centered and affirms and 
reflects cultural and linguistic diversity. 13 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
8 
(62%) 
5 
(38%) 
0 
(0%) 
c. Collaborative practice and teamwork are evident 
throughout the instructional day. 13 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(8%) 
7 
(54%) 
5 
(38%) 
0 
(0%) 
 
 
S2. Table G31  
District Leaders’ Examples of Increased/Improved Affirmation and Use of Primary Language, Assessment, 
and Environment 
Theme Statement 
Communication with bilingual 
classes; closer to DLI 
implementation 
“Continued dialogue with and between our bilingual classes as we move closer to DLI 
implementation.” 
Majority of teachers 
implementing 
“We are in the area of MOST teachers implementing and understanding how to implement 
throughout the instructional day.” 
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S2. Table G32  
District Leaders’ Perception of Family Partnerships (n=13) 
 
Survey Items 
n 
None 
n  
(%) 
A Few 
n  
(%) 
Some 
n  
(%) 
All 
n  
(%) 
Don’t Know 
n  
(%) 
a. Regular communication occurs between teachers and 
families to promote engagement and participation in 
students’ education. 
12 0 (0%) 
0 
(0%) 
5 
(42%) 
7 
(58%) 
0 
(0%) 
b. The school/teacher communicates with families about 
the benefits of bilingualism and the importance of 
continuing to use the home language. 
12 0 (0%) 
3 
(25%) 
5 
(42%) 
4 
(33%) 
0 
(0%) 
c. Families participate in a variety of activities during and 
after school designed to engage families in the child’s 
education. 
12 0 (0%) 
0 
(0%) 
5 
(42%) 
7 
(58%) 
0 
(0%) 
 
 
S2. Table G33 
District Leaders’ Examples of Increased/Improved Affirmation and Use of Primary Language, Assessment, 
and Environment 
Theme Statement 
Gallery walks “Most sites continuing with gallery walks.” 
Gallery Walks; extracurricular 
literacy programs 
‘SEAL Gallery Walks.  Summer and afterschool Biliteracy Programs.’ 
Gallery walks and Parent 
workshops 
“Parent workshops and gallery walks” 
Gallery walks; Principals support 
teachers with family    
connections 
“Gallery walks have been a success. They are calendared at the unit development days, and 
principals follow up to support teachers in connecting with families.” 
Parent classes; opportunities to 
practice conversational English 
“Charla Cafés.  Parent Leadership classes.”  
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S2. Table G34 
District Leaders’ Perception of Impact at SEAL Schools as a Result of Implementation of the SEAL Model  
(n=12) 
Survey Items 
n 
Strongly Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. High levels of implementation of the SEAL 
Model. 12 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(8%) 
9 
(75%) 
2 
(17%) 
b. Increased collaboration and intentional planning 
between district and site leaders, based on the 
SEAL design. 
12 0 (0%) 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(50%) 
6 
(50%) 
c. Improvements in teaching for English Learners. 12 0 (0%) 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(50%) 
6 
(50%) 
d. Greater consistency and alignment across SEAL 
classrooms. 12 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
7 
(58%) 
5 
(42%) 
e. Greater teacher engagement and satisfaction. 12 0 (0%) 
0 
(0%) 
7 
(58%) 
5 
(42%) 
f. Greater teacher collaboration. 12 0 (0%) 
0 
(0%) 
7 
(42%) 
7 
(58%) 
g. Greater rigor, complexity, and amount of 
language production among students 12 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
8 
(67%) 
4 
(33%) 
h. More joyful, confident and engaged students. 12 0 (0%) 
0 
(0%) 
5 
(42%) 
7 
(58%) 
i. Greater students access and engagement with 
academic content. 11 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
7 
(64%) 
4 
(36%) 
j. Greater academic achievement of ELs. 12 0 (0%) 
2 
(17%) 
6 
(50%) 
4 
(33%) 
k. Greater English language proficiency. 12 0 (0%) 
1 
(8%) 
7 
(58%) 
4 
(33%) 
l. Greater Spanish language proficiency. 12 1 (8%) 
2 
(17%) 
7 
(58%) 
2 
(17%) 
m. Greater impact on students in other areas 
(affective, attendance, etc.). 12 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(17%) 
8 
(67%) 
2 
(17%) 
n. Strengthened family engagement. 11 0 (0%) 
0 
(0%) 
9 
(62%) 
2 
(18%) 
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S2. Table G35 
District Leaders’ Examples of Their Current Progress Monitoring and Measuring of SEAL Implementation 
Theme Statement 
Coach Implementation Tool “Coaches have completed the Implementation Tool for all sites.”  
Diagnostic Online Reading 
Assessment and Principal 
feedback 
“Principal feedback.  Monitoring student progress on specific indicators of our Diagnostic 
Online Reading Assessment.” 
Observations and 
conversations “Walkthroughs, conversations in PLC, and goals to use the DOI tool for next year.” 
Principal and Coach 
observations “Walkthroughs with principals and coaches.” 
Principals and other district 
staff via High Leverage 
Pedagogical Practices 
“The principals and other district staff including coaches do focused observations using the 
High Leverage Pedagogical Practices as the lens.” 
Standardized evaluations via 
CDE “CELDT, ELPAC, DRA, STAR Ren.” 
 
 
S2. Table G36  
District Leaders’ Description of Refined Measures of Progression of SEAL Implementation 
Theme Statement 
DOI 
“DOI tool” 
“Goal to focus intentionally on goal areas from the DO tool for walkthroughs next year.” 
Planning 
“Looking into this for 18-19” 
“We do need to look at progress on teacher level.  Depth of implementation and students 
overall progress. By site is not helpful unless all teachers are in year 4 for example.”  
“Yes, in development.” 
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S2. Table G38  
Results for District Level Implementation Survey Items, by Mean Rating 
District Level Implementation Survey Items 
Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree 
Mean Rating 
District Leaders 
N = 15 
1. District policies and decisions reflect SEAL values, and/or goals. 3.1 
2. District schools participating in SEAL collaborate to ensure a shared version of SEAL 
implementation. 
3.3 
3. There is district guidance, support and oversight about research-based programs and services 
for ELs. 
3.3 
4. There is district guidance and support for the value of bilingualism and cultural diversity. 3.1 
5. District leaders define and implement articulated English Learner (EL) program models 
(i.e., Dual Language, Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, Structured English Immersion, 
English Language Mainstream). 
3.1 
6. District leaders monitor and evaluate articulated English Learner program models (i.e., 
Dual Language, Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, Structured English Immersion, English 
Language Mainstream). 
3.0 
7. SEAL is aligned with other District Initiatives. 3.2 
8. Resources are allocated for implementation and continuation of SEAL practices, action 
items and expenditures in the LCAP. 
3.6 
9. SEAL Principals and Coach Facilitators work with other District Staff and myself to lead and 
support SEAL implementation. 
3.3 
10. SEAL is integrated into systems and practices within the district. 3.1 
11. Intentional district planning is conducted to improve the implementation of SEAL. 3.3 
12. Intentional district planning is conducted to sustain SEAL. 3.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 2 | Appendix G     17 
S2. Table G39 
Results for Site Level Implementation Survey Items, by Mean Rating 
Site Level Implementation Survey Items 
Scale: 1 = none, 2 = a few schools, 3 = some schools, 4 = all schools 
Mean Rating 
District Leaders 
N = 15 
1. SEAL values, goals, and principles are reflected in our SEAL schools/classrooms. 3.4 
2. The value of bilingualism and cultural diversity is communicated in our 
school/classroom. 
2.8 
3. EL program models (i.e., Dual Language, Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, Structured 
English Immersion, English Language Mainstream) are articulated and implemented. 
2.9 
4. EL program models (i.e., Dual Language, Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, Structured 
English Immersion, English Language Mainstream) are monitored and evaluated. 
3.5 
5. There is coherence between SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and resources 
across preschool through grade three classrooms. 
3.1 
6. The SEAL Model is considered when new initiatives are brought into our school, to 
establish coherence and alignment. 
3.1 
7. The Coach/Facilitator has dedicated and sufficient support for implementation. 3.5 
8. Overall, intentional planning is used to understand and assess the impact of SEAL 
practices. 
3.6 
9. Site plans focus on implementation and refinement of SEAL practices. 3.4 
10. Site plans focus on sustaining SEAL practices. 3.3 
11. PD and communities of practice focus on implementation and refinement SEAL 
practices. 
3.4 
12. PD and communities of practice focus on sustaining SEAL practices. 3.2 
13. Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and measures for ELs guides selection of 
assessments and analysis of data. 
3.1 
14. Data is used to monitor SEAL implementation and outcomes and inform continuous 
improvement of SEAL implementation. 
2.9 
15. SEAL School PD systems and time allotted for SEAL PD allow for continuous 
improvement to strengthen and deepen SEAL implementation. 
3.3 
16. Teachers engage in reflective practice to identify and strengthen professional areas of 
growth related to SEAL. 
3.3 
17. Teachers are responsive to peer or coach classroom observers, including SEAL Coach 
Facilitators and Trainers. 
3.3 
18. SEAL Teachers implement SEAL units that are standards-based and interdisciplinary. 3.6 
19. SEAL Teachers implement SEAL units that are integrated throughout the day. 3.2 
20. Teachers implement SEAL units that are thematically and intentionally organized to 
develop language. 
3.6 
21. Designated ELD is content-based to include what students need to know to be 
successful across the curriculum. 
3.4 
22. Teachers have a Year Long Plan to address and integrate the standards across curricular 
areas. 
3.4 
Section 2 | Appendix G     18 
Site Level Implementation Survey Items 
Scale: 1 = none, 2 = a few schools, 3 = some schools, 4 = all schools 
Mean Rating 
District Leaders 
N = 15 
23. Teachers promote the use of academic vocabulary. 3.6 
24. Teachers promote the use of complex language structures. 3.5 
25. Teachers use open-ended and higher order questions to encourage students to 
elaborate, using more precise and sophisticated vocabulary and language 
structures. 
3.4 
26. Teachers engage students in noticing, talking about and appreciating good, 
interesting and expressive writing. 
3.3 
27. Teachers explicitly teach children reading comprehension strategies across texts 
using literature and informational text related to the theme. 
3.3 
28. Teachers implement strategies to ensure students produce authentic writing across 
the curriculum. 
3.3 
29. Students’ writing is published and celebrated. 3.5 
30. Teachers, children and families celebrate, affirm, and encourage biliteracy or 
bilingualism. 
3.2 
31. Primary language instruction or support is used intentionally in all EL program 
models (i.e., Dual Language, Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, Structured English 
Immersion, English Language Mainstream). 
2.9 
32. Teachers follow an articulated EL program model (i.e., Dual Language, Bilingual, 
SEI), as indicated by classroom instruction, resources, materials, and use of 
language (primary and/or English). 
3.0 
33. Teachers use strategies designed to gather formative information on student 
progress and adjust instruction accordingly. 
3.5 
34. Summative assessments are recorded based on students’ demonstration of mastery 
through culminating activities including oral presentations, collaborative projects, 
and written work. 
3.4 
35. Interdisciplinary instruction is reflected in the physical environment and resources 
available to students. 
3.5 
36. The environment is student-centered and affirms and reflects cultural and linguistic 
diversity. 
3.4 
37. Collaborative practice and teamwork are evident throughout the instructional day. 3.3 
38. Regular communication occurs between teachers and families to promote 
engagement and participation in students’ education. 
3.6 
39. The school/teacher communicates with families about the benefits of bilingualism 
and the importance of continuing to use the home language. 
3.1 
40. Families participate in a variety of activities during and after school designed to 
engage families in the child’s education. 
3.6 
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S2. Table G39 
Results for Site Level Impact Survey Items, by Mean Rating 
Site Level Impact Survey Items 
Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree 
Mean Rating 
District Leaders 
N = 15 
1. High levels of implementation of the SEAL Model. 3.1 
2. Increased collaboration and intentional planning between district and site leaders, 
based on the SEAL design. 
3.5 
3. Improvements in teaching for English Learners. 3.5 
4. Greater consistency and alignment across SEAL classrooms. 3.4 
5. Greater teacher engagement and satisfaction. 3.4 
6. Greater teacher collaboration. 3.6 
7. Greater rigor, complexity, and amount of language production among students 3.3 
8. More joyful, confident and engaged students. 3.6 
9. Greater student access and engagement with academic content. 3.4 
10. Greater academic achievement of ELs. 3.2 
11. Greater English language proficiency. 3.3 
12. Greater Spanish language proficiency. 2.8 
13. Greater impact on students in other areas (affective, attendance, etc.) 3.0 
14. Strengthened family engagement. 3.2 
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Section 2 - Appendix H 
SEAL Principal 2018 Survey Instrument 
In consultation with the SEAL Leadership Team and LMU-CEEL, Wexford developed the SEAL 
Principal Survey. The survey items were developed so that this survey and the SEAL District 
Leader Survey 2018 (See Section 2–Appendix F) aligned with each other and with the SEAL Depth 
of Implementation Tool (DOI).  SEAL principals, whose district participated in the SEAL Replication 
Model for three or more years, were administered this survey in June 2018. The survey consisted 
of the following sections: 
 
• Part A: Experience with SEAL (3 questions) 
• Part B: Experiences as a Site Administrator (5 questions) 
• Part C: Experience as a Teacher (3 questions) 
• Part D: Experience as a District Administrator (3 questions) 
• Part E: Education and Authorization (2 questions) 
• Part F: District-Level Implementation of SEAL (4 questions)  
• Part G: Site-Level Implementation of SEAL (18 questions) 
 
 
S2. Appendix H 
SEAL Principal 2018 Survey Instrument 
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S2. Appendix H (continued) 
SEAL Principal 2018 Survey Instrument 
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S2. Appendix H (continued) 
SEAL Principal 2018 Survey Instrument 
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S2. Appendix H (continued) 
SEAL Principal 2018 Survey Instrument 
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S2. Appendix H (continued) 
SEAL Principal 2018 Survey Instrument 
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Section 2 - Appendix I 
SEAL Principal Implementation Survey Data 2018 
In consultation with the SEAL Leadership Team and LMU-CEEL, Wexford developed the SEAL Principal 
Implementation Survey.  The survey items were developed so that this survey and SEAL District Leader 
Implementation Survey (See Section 2–Appendix G) aligned with each other and with the SEAL Depth of 
Implementation Tool (DOI).  
 
Of 67 SEAL Cohort 1–3 schools, 34  principals responded to this survey. However, not all the principals 
provided responses to the survey items. The response percentages are based on the total number of 
respondents for each survey item.  Tables I1–I17 exhibit self-reported demographics by principal survey 
respondents.  Table I18–I43 present principal perspectives on the implementation of SEAL at the district 
and school levels. Tables I45–I47 list the district level and site level implementation survey items by mean 
rating.  
 
S2. Table I1  
Principal Respondents by School 
Schools n % 
Anderson 1 3 
Bay 1 3 
Cogswell 1 3 
Coleman 1 3 
Colonial Acres 1 3 
Del Rey 1 3 
Del Roble 1 3 
Dove Hill 1 3 
Eliot 1 3 
George Mayne 1 3 
Hawes 1 3 
Hesperian 1 3 
Hillside 1 3 
Holly Oak 1 3 
John Gill 1 3 
Laneview 1 3 
Laurel Dell 1 3 
Lorenzo Manor 1 3 
McKinley 1 3 
Miner 1 3 
Miramonte 1 3 
Monte Vista 1 3 
Orion 1 3 
Parkview (Mountain View SD) 1 3 
Roosevelt 1 3 
Sakamoto 1 3 
San Cayetano 1 3 
San Pedro 1 3 
Selby Lane 1 3 
Summerdale 1 3 
Sun Valley 1 3 
Taft 1 3 
Venetia Valley 1 3 
Voorhis 1 3 
Total 34 100 
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S2. Table I2  
Years Working as a SEAL Principal 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 2 6 
2 years 10 31 
3 or more years 20 63 
Total 32 100 
 
 
S2. Table I3  
Principal Participation in SEAL Activities During the Three Years of SEAL Implementation (N = 34) 
Survey Item 
n 
None of the 
Day(s) or 
Session(s) 
n  
(%) 
Some of the 
Day(s) or 
Session(s) 
n  
(%) 
Most of the 
Day(s) or 
Session(s) 
n  
(%) 
All of the 
Day(s) or 
Session(s) 
n  
(%) 
a. Principal Convenings (two per year) 34 0 (0%) 
6 
(18%) 
14 
(41%) 
14 
(41%) 
b. Instructional Rounds 34 5 (15%) 
10 
(29%) 
9 
(26%) 
10 
(29%) 
c. Professional development for SEAL Modules  33 3 (9%) 
20 
(61%) 
8 
(24%) 
2 
(6%) 
d. Unit Development Days 33 11 (33%) 
19 
(58%) 
3 
(9%) 
0 
(0%) 
e. Summer Bridge 32 8 (25%) 
19 
(59%) 
0 
(0%) 
5 
(16%) 
 
 
S2. Table I4 
Principal’s Previous Positions With SEAL 
Types of Positions n % 
District Administrator 3 9 
Assistant Principal 5 16 
Teacher 0 0 
Coach 0 0 
None 23 72 
Other 3 9 
Total 32 100 
 
 
S2. Table I5  
Experience as a Principal 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 2 6 
2-5 years 12 35 
6-10 years 6 18 
11 years or more 14 41 
Total 34 100 
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S2. Table I6  
Principal’s Responsibilities for Structured English Immersion Programs 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 2 6 
2-5 years 11 32 
6-10 years 9 26 
11 years or more 9 26 
None 3 9 
Total 34 100 
 
 
S2. Table I7  
Principal’s Responsibilities for Bilingual Programs 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 3 9 
2-5 years 12 35 
6-10 years 3 9 
11 years or more 1 3 
None 15 44 
Total 34 100 
 
 
S2. Table I8  
Principal’s Experience at the Following Grade Levels 
Grade Levels n % 
PreK 9 26 
K-3 8 24 
Elementary 33 97 
Middle School 10 29 
High School 1 3 
Other 3 9 
Total 34 100 
 
 
S2. Table I9  
Principal’s Experience as an Assistant Principal at the following Grade Levels 
Grade Levels n % 
PreK 3 10 
K-3 4 14 
Elementary 15 52 
Middle School 14 48 
High School 3 10 
Other 4 14 
Total 29 85 
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S2. Table I10  
Principal’s Experience as a Teacher at the following Grade Levels 
Grade Levels n % 
PreK 4 12 
K-3 13 38 
Elementary 25 74 
Middle School 10 29 
High School 7 21 
None 0 0 
Other 5 15 
Total 34 100 
 
 
S2. Table I11  
Principal’s Teaching Experience in a Bilingual Program at the following Grade Levels 
Grade Levels n % 
PreK 2 6 
K-3 5 15 
Elementary 11 33 
Middle School 1 3 
High School 1 3 
None 19 58 
Other 0 0 
Total 33 100 
 
 
S2. Table I12  
Principal’s Teaching Experience in an Structured English Immersion for ELs at the following Grade Levels 
Grade Levels n % 
PreK 0 0 
K-3 7 21 
Elementary 19 56 
Middle School 7 21 
High School 1 3 
None 8 24 
Other 1 3 
Total 34 100 
 
 
S2. Table I13  
Principal’s Previous Experience as a District Administrator 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 2 15 
2-5 years 6 46 
6-10 years 1 8 
11 years or more 4 31 
Total 13 100 
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S2. Table I14  
Principal’s Previous Experience as a District Administrator Responsible for English Learner Programs 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 1 9 
2-5 years 6 55 
6-10 years 1 9 
11 years or more 3 27 
Total 11 100 
 
 
S2. Table I15  
Principal’s Previous Experience as a District Administrator Responsible for Bilingual Programs 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 3 38 
2-5 years 4 50 
6-10 years 1 13 
11 years or more 0 0 
Total 8 100 
 
 
S2. Table I16 
Highest Degrees Reached by Principals 
Degrees Achieved n % 
BA or BS 2 6 
MA or M.Ed. 29 85 
Ed. D. or Ph.D. 3 9 
Other 0 0 
Total 34 100 
 
 
S2. Table I17  
Authorizations Held for English Learners by Principals 
Authorizations n % 
Multiple or Single Subject Teaching Credential with L Authorization or CLAD Emphasis 19 56 
Multiple or Single Subject Teaching Credential with a Bilingual authorization or BCLAD 
Emphasis 6 18 
Education Specialist Instruction Credential with English Learner Authorization 3 9 
Bilingual Cross-cultural Specialist Credential 2 6 
CLAD Certificate 9 26 
Bilingual Authorization 1 3 
Language Development Specialist (LDS) Certificate 2 6 
BCLAD Certificate 5 15 
Bilingual Certificate of Competence (BCC) 3 9 
Single Subject Teaching Credential in World Language: ELD content area 0 0 
Supplementary Authorization in English as a Second Language (ESL) or Introductory ESL 1 3 
Total 34 100 
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S2. Table I18 
Principals’ Perception of Their District’s Implementation of SEAL at the District Level (N = 34) 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. District policies and decisions reflect SEAL 
values, and/or goals. 34 
1 
(3%) 
2 
(6%) 
25 
(74%) 
6 
(18%) 
b. District schools participating in SEAL collaborate 
to ensure a shared version of SEAL 
implementation. 
33 1 (3%) 
2 
(6%) 
24 
(73%) 
6 
(18%) 
c. There is district guidance, support and oversight 
about research-based programs and services for 
ELs. 
33 1 (3%) 
6 
(18%) 
20 
(61%) 
6 
(18%) 
d. There is district guidance and support for the 
value of bilingualism and cultural diversity. 34 
2 
(6%) 
7 
(21%) 
18 
(53%) 
7 
(21%) 
e. District leaders define and implement 
articulated English Learner (EL) program models 
(i.e. Dual Language, Dual Language Immersion, 
Bilingual, Structured English Immersion, English 
Language Mainstream). 
33 2 (6%) 
6 
(18%) 
19 
(58%) 
6 
(18%) 
f. District leaders monitor and evaluate articulated 
English Learner program models (i.e. Dual 
Language, Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, 
Structured English Immersion, English Language 
Mainstream). 
33 2 (6%) 
7 
(21%) 
17 
(52%) 
7 
(21%) 
g. SEAL is aligned with other District Initiatives. 32 1 (3%) 
9 
(28%) 
17 
(53%) 
5 
(16%) 
h. Resources are allocated for implementation and 
continuation of SEAL practices, action items and 
expenditures in the LCAP. 
34 0 (0%) 
7 
(21%) 
17 
(50%) 
10 
(29%) 
i. SEAL Principals and Coach Facilitators work with 
other District Staff and myself to lead and support 
SEAL implementation. 
34 0 (0%) 
1 
(3%) 
23 
(68%) 
10 
(29%) 
j. SEAL is integrated into systems and practices 
within the district. 33 
0 
(0%) 
7 
(21%) 
21 
(64%) 
5 
(15%) 
k. Intentional district planning is conducted to 
improve the implementation of SEAL. 32 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(18%) 
20 
(63%) 
6 
(19%) 
l. Intentional district planning is conducted to 
sustain SEAL. 34 
0 
(0%) 
5 
(15%) 
23 
(68%) 
6 
(18%) 
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S2. Table I19  
District Leaders’ Examples of Positive, Increased/Improved SEAL Implementation at the District Level  
Theme Statement 
Examples of positive, 
increased, and/or 
improved SEAL 
implementation in 
districts 
AB Days dedicated to focus on English Learners and the ELD/ELA frameworks.  SEAL is strengthened as 
part of our own district trainings.  
All schools are now participating  
Dedicated planning days for grade levels to collaborate, build units, observe, etc... 
District leader budget for deepening SEAL implementation. 
During FOSS / NGSS training, SEAL schools will refine units and integrate the engineering standards, ...  
Each School is provided with a SEAL coach.  Money is set aside each year for teacher planning. New 
ELA adoption was aligned over the summer to incorporate SEAL unites. 
Five schools are now SEAL schools; Coaches are working and collaborating with each other to support 
teachers implementing SEAL strategies; Meetings are scheduled to discuss SEAL and its 
implementation 
Full-time Coaching, planning days and PD built in.  
Hands-on support by TOSAs that are assigned to each school. 
Implementation of SEAL team meetings whereby Principals, Coaches and Ed. Services come together 
once a month to discuss SEAL implementation, progress and ideas for monitoring fidelity of SEAL and 
how to support teachers.  
Intentional planning at the district level is conducted between the district administrator who oversees 
English Language Learner programs and the English Language Teaching Partners (ELTPs).  They meet 
regularly to plan for improvement of implementation and sustainability of SEAL.  The value of this 
collaboration and the testament to the value of SEAL is evidenced by our number of students 
reclassifying this year in Oak Grove. 
Our district SEAL coaches are well trained in SEAL strategies and offer my teachers effective ongoing 
support. 
Participating in instructional rounds across different sites in the District allows our principals and 
District administrators to see that SEAL practices are in place and in use with students as schools move 
forward into deeper levels of implementation.  This is also evident with the classroom environments at 
the site level as we can see the evidence of these practices in place with the students as staff continue 
to implement and refine their units. 
Recently, additional planning/prep days were scheduled for SEAL teachers.  More Gallery walks 
throughout the district. 
SEAL coaches have been made full time to support balanced literacy. 
SEAL coaches have been provided additional PD to build and support their skill in coaching peers. 
Planning time for SEAL teachers has been negotiated in the current contract for teachers. 
SEAL is embedded into our SPSAs and all of our PD.  District wide expectations on how classrooms 
should look and what strategies are used (what the district calls the "Platinum Ticket") reflect SEAL 
indicators. 
SEAL schedules are more or less coordinated with the P-3 initiative schedules for PD (this is a county 
program that spans several school districts).  New writing implementation of Lucy Calkins units of 
study will be coordinated with SEAL and the units will be re-ordered in order to coordinate with our 
SEAL units.   
Systematic and continued training for new teachers as well as continuing teachers 
The district has supported our SEAL through funding, and supporting the professional development 
days that the SEAL teachers take part in.  
This year the science coach has begun working with some of the SEAL coaches. They have been 
working together to understand how SEAL integrated into the new ELA curriculum. 
N/A 
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S2. Table I20  
District Leaders’ Affirm or Dissent of SEAL Implementation Barriers in Their Districts  
Survey Items n % 
Yes 25 78 
No 7 22 
Total 32 100 
 
S2. Table I21  
District Leaders’ Perceptions of Implementation Barriers in Their Districts and Needed Support/Changes 
Theme Descriptions 
Implementation  
barriers in districts  
and needed support 
and/or changes 
Budget; Substitutes: Resistance to Increased Workload w/out Pay Increase; and Perceptions & 
Experience of SEAL as Developmentally or State Preschool Inappropriate. 
Budget. Availability of coaches.  Uninterrupted service and support. 
Cost, time, capacity to implement.  
Decreased Funding due to Deficit Spending; Lack of Planning Time; Resistance to SEAL based on 
forced full District Implementation; and Board and Teacher's Union Desire to Eliminate Teachers on 
Special Assignment(potential elimination of coaches) 
Lack of time for Principal Training.  
Funding - removal of funding for the SEAL TOSA, removal of funding for weekly release time 
Funding and time.   
Funding is always a barrier.  We have a structure to continue to provide training to new teachers but 
funding to continue to support ongoing implementation has been impacted. Leadership change at 
the district level has changed and those changes have created barriers - in adjustments, messaging, 
implementation. 
I don't find District barriers.  Only barriers are teachers that are slow to implement some things with 
more rigors. 
I would like to use more of my site budget for grade level and cross grade level planning; however, 
substitutes are a huge issue, and getting all teachers at a grade level to agree to work after hours or 
on Saturdays (paid). 
In order for coaches to be deployed to school sites for more time during the week, it would be 
wonderful to see a scenario where our coaches could be on site for more than a couple of days per 
week for more consistency/continuity with further implementation  As this likely relates to funding 
and budgets, this may not be possible to accomplish. 
It does not support 4th and 5th grades. 
It has been difficult to integrate the NEW Wonders ELA program with SEAL.  Further exploration and 
with around this integration is necessary.  
Lack of substitutes in the district often make it difficult for all grade level teachers to attend module 
training or UDD. 
More Subs needed.  Recognize and acknowledge that SEAL teachers are creating units, and doing 
more, above and beyond, what non-SEAL teachers are doing.  Time during District PD for SEAL 
teachers to work with their team to collaborate to refine units, create interim assessments, etc. 
New leadership in the Ed. Services Dept. Emphasis of LPAC is being placed on Math rather than 
ELA/ELD/SEAL.  The support needed is a safe environment to share concerns on how we keep moving 
forward to continue the needed support for implementation of SEAL.  Our teachers have come so 
far, and I very concerned that coaching support may not be provided for the 2018-19 school year 
and beyond.  2. Collaboration pilot will not continue for the 2018-19 school year. Collaboration is 
critical for implementation of SEAL.  Need to brainstorm ideas on how collaboration can be provided 
to teachers within the school day next school year.  
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One is financial  :0(   Also, it is hard to develop and support SEAL at the current sites with teacher 
turnover (another thing we can't control  :0(  )  It would be nice to have PD time differentiated so 
that SEAL teachers can come together across the district. 
Speaking of SEAL implementation at the site level, purchasing support  for recommended and 
approved supplies, materials, field trips, manipulatives, etc. would be very beneficial to have as a 
quick reference for purchasing from approved vendors.  When teachers can feel the support, and 
hassle for acquisition can be minimized, I think there will be greater success in regular 
implementation. 
Subs are EXTREMELY hard to get for modules and planning for SEAL- because of teacher attrition, 
the District is considering limiting SEAL training to tenured teachers which would severely impact 
SEAL implementation at my school site.  
Sufficient coaching time for classroom teachers.  Teacher turn over for trained SEAL teachers. 
The barriers are around the amount of time SEAL coaches are allotted to support the work at the 
school sites. Another barrier is the  teacher turnover. 
The integration of district adopted reading program 
The union has become very much "against" the SEAL model. Sadly, we have had to "defend", 
protect, and advocate for the model to continue. 
There is not an alignment  between Balanced Literacy approach, Writers and Readers Workshop and 
SEAL implementation. Teachers are feeling overwhelmed.  
Time, money and competing initiatives with county. 
Union fostering a climate of separatism and using SEAL as a negotiating token. For example, 
teachers are asked to not allow to be recorded when presenting model SEAL lesson or for the 
purpose or team learning, even if they agree personally.  
Yes, I believe that if our district went through 5th grade with the SEAL program, we could have a 
consistent SEAL message at each site and it would be easier to sustain. 
 
S2. Table I22  
Principal’s School Participation in SEAL 
School Years n % 
Before 2013-14 4 13 
2013-14 10 32 
2014-15 17 55 
Total 31 100 
 
S2. Table I23  
Principals’ Perception of Their School’s Level of Implementation of SEAL  
Implementation Level n % 
Minimal Implementation. 0 0 
Partial Implementation. 16 47 
Consistent Implementation. 16 47 
Sustainability. 2 6 
Total 34 100 
 
S2. Table I24 
Principals’ Affirm or Dissent of SEAL Implementation Barriers in Their Schools 
Survey Items n % 
Yes 25 78 
No 7 22 
Total 32 100 
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S2. Table I25 
District Leaders’ Perceptions of  Implementation Barriers in Their Schools and Needed Support/Changes 
Theme Descriptions 
Implementation 
barriers in schools 
and needed 
support and/or 
changes 
Again,  some teachers are slow to fully implement. 
Consistent access to Module training as a team 
Cost, time, other things to teach and do as identified by data and evidence  
Decreased Funding due to Deficit Spending; Lack of Planning Time; Resistance to SEAL based on forced full 
District Implementation; Board and Teacher's Union Desire to Eliminate Teachers on Special Assignment 
(potential elimination of coaches); and Lack of time for Principal Training. 
Eighty percent (80%) of the school is proficient and advanced, so it would be helpful to get more 
information about gradual release and what that would look like in terms of advanced learners. 
Funding and Time. 
Greater cohesion among various district departments. 
Integration with other programs/ initiatives being presented to the school.  Upper grade teachers are not 
part of the program. Difficult to provide whole school PD and school wide conversations. 
Many new teachers to the school over the past several years. 
More release time for teachers to collaborate and plan and discuss the units of study (separate from 
UDD).  More coaching time needed, based on new staff and different staff needs. Our coach is amazing, 
but she is pretty overworked! 
Multiple initiatives. Teacher overload. Unions desire to eliminate TSA which would have an impact on 
coaches. Funding at the site level to continue to support planning. 
New staff learning and implementing strategies consistently 
Not all teachers have participated in Summer Bridge. The participation in Summer Bridge has such an 
impact on the mindset, skill and practice of the classroom teachers who have been part of Summer Bridge.  
We are working with SEAL coaches on how to duplicate the experiences of Summer Bridge during the 
regular year through lesson studies and opportunities for lesson refinement, debriefing and shared 
practice.  
SEAL coach for the past 3 years. This year the SEAL coach was new and inadequate in coaching skills and 
SEAL knowledge.  Last year, had 10% SEAL coaching. 
See the previous comment about teacher attrition.  
Shortage of Subs; Time out of the classroom for teachers; and Having different cohorts in the school at 
different years.  
Staff turnover 
Teacher apathy, minimal funding, and lack of substitutes are all limiting factors to greater 
implementation. 
The amount of time allotted for the SEAL coach is a barrier. Teacher turnover is another barrier. 
Time constraints to be more engaged in the PD and planning that our teachers are provided.  Union 
fostering a climate of separatism and using SEAL as a negotiating token. For example, teachers are asked 
to not allow to be recorded when presenting model SEAL lesson or for the purpose or team learning, even 
if they agree personally.  
Time for teachers to plan and greater collaboration between admin and coach.  
Time for the SEAL coach to model or provide feedback. 
Time.  With new reading text adoption, teachers are somewhat overwhelmed. The struggle has been in 
how to implement (aligning everything) and spending time planning and reflecting on successes and 
challenges. 
We are closing...[school is closing] 
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S2. Table I26  
Principals’ Perception of Site Level Systems (N = 34) 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. SEAL values, goals, and principles are reflected in our 
SEAL schools/classrooms. 34 
1 
( 3%) 
1 
(3%) 
26 
(76%) 
6 
(18%) 
b. The value of bilingualism and cultural diversity is 
communicated in our school/classrooms. 33 
0 
( 0%) 
4 
(12%) 
23 
(70%) 
6 
(18%) 
c. EL program models (i.e. Dual Language, Dual Language 
Immersion, Bilingual, Structured English Immersion, English 
Language Mainstream) are articulated and implemented. 
31 1 ( 3%) 
4 
(13%) 
20 
(65%) 
6 
(19%) 
d. EL program models are monitored and evaluated. 30 1 ( 3%) 
10 
(33%) 
14 
(47%) 
5 
(17%) 
e. There is coherence between SEAL and other initiatives, 
key services, and resources across preschool through grade 
three classrooms. 
33 1 (3%) 
8 
(24%) 
20 
(61%) 
4 
(12%) 
f. The SEAL Model is considered when new initiatives are 
brought into our school, to establish coherence and 
alignment. 
33 2 (6%) 
5 
(15%) 
19 
(58%) 
7 
(21%) 
g. The Coach/Facilitator has dedicated and sufficient 
support for SEAL implementation. 34 
3 
(9%) 
6 
(18%) 
15 
(44%) 
10 
(29%) 
h. Overall, Intentional planning is used to understand and 
assess the overall impact of SEAL practices. 34 
1 
(3%) 
10 
(29%) 
19 
(56%) 
4 
(12%) 
i. Site plans focus on implementation and refinement of 
SEAL practices. 33 
0 
(0%) 
7 
(21%) 
22 
(67%) 
4 
(12%) 
j. Site plans focus on sustaining SEAL practices. 34 0 (0%) 
7 
(21%) 
20 
(59%) 
7 
(21%) 
k. PD and communities of practice focus on 
implementation and refinement SEAL practices. 34 
0 
(0%) 
7 
(21%) 
24 
(71%) 
3 
(9%) 
l. PD and communities of practice focus on sustaining SEAL 
practices. 34 
0 
(0%) 
10 
(29%) 
21 
(62%) 
3 
(9%) 
m. Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and measures 
for ELs guides selection of assessments and analysis of 
data. 
33 3 (9%) 
10 
(30%) 
19 
(58%) 
1 
(3%) 
n. Data is used to monitor SEAL implementation and 
outcomes and inform continuous improvement of SEAL 
implementation. 
33 2 (6%) 
16 
(48%) 
14 
(42%) 
1 
(3%) 
o. Regular meetings between district and school staff are 
held to discuss depth of implementation and identify areas 
of strength and need. 
34 2 (6%) 
16 
(47%) 
15 
(44%) 
1 
(3%) 
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S2. Table I27  
Principals’ Examples of Increased or Improved SEAL Implementation at Their Schools 
Theme Statement 
Examples of 
increased or 
improved SEAL 
implementation at 
the school level 
As a new principal to the site, I have observed consistent SEAL practices being used in the classroom. 
Our site will continue with the SEAL 4th and 5th grade program in the next school year.  
Coach is key for us. 
Collaboration has been so valuable this school year, giving our teachers an opportunity to discuss, plan, 
refine SEAL lesson/ implementation. Coaches have offered their support to grade level teams and 
teachers have been very receptive to that support.  
Dedicated PD days for grade levels to reflect deeper, build units, observe, etc.   Monthly walkthroughs 
to observe and give feedback to SEAL. 
District provides a roadmap and facilitates PD for sites. 
Gallery walks for Open House.  Language function walls. 
Grades preschool-3rd grade have implemented most of the strategies. There is a marked difference 
among classes, but this can be explained by the amount of time teachers have been exposed to the 
strategies. I can tell that implementation has been successful, and students seem more engaged and 
connected to learning.  
K - 2nd grade teachers have completed module training, focus is on refinement. 3rd grade teachers are 
entering their 2nd year of module training. Summer Bridge Professional Development - 8 teachers 
participated.  
Laura, our SEAL coach, has done a better job this year for Selby coordinating Unit Development and 
SEAL planning days which has led to increased implementation. 
More grade level teams have completed SEAL training and work together to refine the units.  School has 
purchased leveled books aligned with SEAL themes to be used for Guided Reading - we have them in a 
shared library(since last year)  - teachers were able to order more books for the next school year aligned 
to their SEAL themes both for their classroom libraries and the shared library.  
One (1) dedicated SEAL Coach, but only for Garfield & Selby Lane. 
Our teaching staff is very excited about the implementation. As an administrator, it have been difficult 
to integrate SEAL practices with other initiatives at the school.  
SEAL strategies are visible in all K-3 Classrooms. 
Units are consistently implemented across grade levels at the school site and teachers are employing 
SEAL strategies and visual supports on a regular basis as part of this implementation.  As a result of 
SEAL teacher planning days, teachers have been allocated the time and support in order to continue 
with deeper implementation of units and strategies.  During walkthroughs I am able to see that SEAL 
Strategies are in place in order to support our students with their overall language development and 
content area literacy. 
We have one highly effective and collaborative team that are faithfully collaborating and implementing 
SEAL at my site.  This team is doubly unified around SEAL implementation and incorporation of 
technology into the teaching. 
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S2. Table I28  
Principals’ Perception of Professional Learning (n = 32) 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. SEAL School PD systems and time allotted for SEAL PD allow for 
continuous improvement to strengthen and deepen SEAL 
implementation. 
32 0 (0%) 
9 
(28%) 
19 
(59%) 
4 
(13%) 
b. Teachers engage in reflective practice to identify and 
strengthen professional areas of growth related to SEAL. 32 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(9%) 
28 
(88%) 
1 
(3%) 
c. Teachers are responsive to peer or coach classroom observers, 
including SEAL Coach Facilitators and Trainers. 32 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(3%) 
27 
(84%) 
4 
(13%) 
 
 
S2. Table I29 
Principals’ Examples of an Increase or Improved SEAL Professional Development 
Theme Statement 
Examples of  
increased or  
improved SEAL 
professional 
development 
Full-time site coaches.  
Having  more available subs to release teachers for planning has been helpful.  Teachers don't want 
to plan after school.   
Having an exceptional SEAL coach has allowed for on-demand PD during PLCs. 
I can add that PDs have been very beneficial, as well as the UDD with other school sites. My concern 
is that we are required to do so much at the district level, that level of engagement and interest can 
be influenced for extreme workload. 
I have observed some increase - but not consistently - teachers are engaged and enthusiastic when 
at the modules. Some teachers implement what they have learned immediately and some not. I have 
seen (on walk throughs) evidence of strategies teachers have learned. At some grade levels I have 
seen collaborative planning. 
More teachers are now requesting of SEAL TOSAs to do model lessons in their classrooms. 
Principal has benefitted from attending SEAL Principal's convening trainings and to continue gaining 
knowledge through gaining acumen and knowledge from observations and walkthroughs at other 
school sites both in  and outside of the District.  Substitute coverage has improved this year, enabling 
for teachers to be released for planning/training more consistently.  
Same as above in terms of the number of unit/planning days by grade level...We have had better 
substitute coverage which is a dramatic improvement this school year enabling all teachers to plan. 
Another improvement this year was Laura(our SEAL coach) organized a visitation to another school 
site to observe the Bilingual Transfer strategies so our teachers could see it "in action". 
San Pedro has worked hard to integrate our ELA scope and sequence standards into our SEAL units so 
that teachers are able to use the SEAL strategies to reinforce those standards.  We will continue to 
work during planning days to establish end of unit evaluation tools that can be used to assess 
students on the mastery of ELA standards as well.  
SEAL unit PD's and SUDD days have been so critical and valuable for teachers.  
Teachers are vocal & assertive about their needs for support. 
This all depends heavily on the value of the site coach.  
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S2. Table I30  
Principals’ Perception of Curriculum (n = 32) 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. SEAL Teachers implement SEAL units that are standards-
based and interdisciplinary. 32 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(3%) 
23 
(72%) 
8 
(25%) 
b. SEAL Teachers implement SEAL units that are integrated 
throughout the day. 32 
0 
(0%) 
11 
(34%) 
18 
(56%) 
3 
(9%) 
c. Teachers implement SEAL units that are thematically and 
intentionally organized to develop language. 31 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(3%) 
23 
(74%) 
7 
(23%) 
d. Designated ELD is content-based to include what students 
need to know to be successful across the curriculum. 32 
0 
(0%) 
7 
(22%) 
23 
(72%) 
2 
(6%) 
e. Teachers have a Year-Long Plan to address and integrate the 
standards across curricular areas. 31 
0 
(0%) 
9 
(29%) 
16 
(52%) 
6 
(19%) 
 
 
S2. Table I31  
Principals’ Perception of Rich, Complex Oral and Academic Language Instruction (n = 32) 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. Teachers promote the use of academic vocabulary. 32 0 (0%) 
1 
(3%) 
21 
(66%) 
10 
(31%) 
b. Teachers promote the use of complex language structures. 31 0 (0%) 
2 
(6%) 
23 
(74%) 
6 
(19%) 
c. Teachers use open-ended and higher order questions to 
encourage students to elaborate, using more precise and 
sophisticated vocabulary and language structures. 
31 0 (0%) 
5 
(16%) 
24 
(77%) 
2 
(6%) 
 
 
S2. Table I32  
Principals’ Perception of Text Engagement Instruction (n = 32) 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. Teachers engage students in noticing, talking about and 
appreciating good, interesting and expressive writing. 30 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(10%) 
24 
(80%) 
3 
(10%) 
b. Teachers explicitly teach children reading comprehension 
strategies across texts using literature and informational text 
related to the theme. 
32 0 (0%) 
1 
(3%) 
25 
(78%) 
6 
(19%) 
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S2. Table I33  
Principals’ Perception of Writing Instruction (n = 31) 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. Teachers implement strategies to ensure students produce 
authentic writing across the curriculum. 29 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(21%) 
19 
(66%) 
4 
(14%) 
b. Students’ writing is published and celebrated. 29 0 (0%) 
6 
(21%) 
19 
(66%) 
4 
(14%) 
 
 
S2. Table I34  
Principals ’Examples of Increased/Improved Curriculum and Instruction 
Theme Statement 
Examples of increased  
or improved curriculum 
and instruction 
At the school we are using Writers Workshop, Students' writing is celebrated during that time. 
Collaborative Conversations are evident in all classrooms.  At minimum, chants, input charts are 
evident in all SEAL classrooms. 
Instruction has become more targeted to meet the needs of language learners.  
It is hard to answer these questions as all of my teachers are all over the map on this 
SEAL strategies are reflected in all segments of the daily schedule. 
Teachers are implementing writing workshop 
Teachers need to continue to work to integrate SEAL throughout their instructional day.  In 
addition, teachers REALLY NEED WORK on ELD - I still hear so much "we do ELD all day".  There 
needs to be deeper work done on how designated ELD needs to happen daily- and there needs to 
be an articulated scope and sequence for ELD.   
Writing is an area of growth for us.  We do too much scaffolded writing and are moving into PD 
around units of study that will help support more authentic student writing. 
 
 
S2. Table I35  
Principals’ Perception of Primary Language Affirmation, Instruction, and Support (n = 32) 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. Teachers, children and families celebrate, affirm, and 
encourage biliteracy or bilingualism. 32 
1 
(%) 
9 
(28%) 
16 
(50%) 
6 
(19%) 
b. Primary language instruction or support is used intentionally 
in all EL program models (i.e. Dual Language, Dual Language 
Immersion, Bilingual, Structured English Immersion, English 
Language Mainstream). 
32 1 (%) 
15 
(47%) 
14 
(44%) 
2 
(6%) 
c. Teachers follow an articulated EL program model (i.e., Dual 
Language, Bilingual, SEI), as indicated by classroom instruction, 
resources, materials, and use of language (primary and/or 
English). 
30 2 (%) 
7 
(23%) 
19 
(63%) 
2 
(7%) 
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S2. Table I36  
Principals’ Perception of Assessment (n = 32) 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. Teachers use strategies designed to gather formative 
information on student progress and adjust instruction 
accordingly. 
31 0 (0%) 
3 
(10%) 
26 
(84%) 
2 
(6%) 
b. Summative assessments are recorded based on students’ 
demonstration of mastery through culminating activities 
including oral presentations, collaborative projects, and written 
work. 
32 0 (0%) 
5 
(16%) 
26 
(81%) 
1 
(3%) 
 
 
S2. Table I37  
Principals’ Perception of Environment (n = 32) 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. Interdisciplinary instruction is reflected in the physical 
environment and resources available to students. 32 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(6%) 
26 
(81%) 
4 
(13%) 
b. The environment is student-centered and affirms and reflects 
cultural and linguistic diversity. 32 
0 
(0%) 
4 
(13%) 
22 
(69%) 
6 
(19%) 
c. Collaborative practice and teamwork are evident throughout 
the instructional day. 29 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(10%) 
20 
(69%) 
6 
(21%) 
 
 
S2. Table I38  
Principals’ Examples of an Increase/Improvement in Affirmation and Use of Primary Language, 
Assessment, and Environment 
Theme Statement 
Examples of increased 
or improved  
affirmation and use of 
primary language, 
assessment, and 
environment 
80-20 Bilingual Model; Small group activities are formative assessments; and Unit-related 
materials. 
A strength at Selby is that all grade levels plan together regardless if they are Immersion or English 
only teachers. 
All grade levels have common thematic SEAL units and it is visible in the classrooms in my weekly 
walk-throughs, on parent tours, and gallery walks.  WE could continue to improve on celebrating 
linguistic diversity throughout the year as it seems to be most prevalent at the beginning of the 
school year. 
Classrooms are student centered and focus on supporting students to gather information from the 
walls 
For our Mandarin Immersion program only. 
Input charts, chants are present in classrooms.  
More small-group instruction is observed during walkthroughs. Teachers meet to collaborate, 
discuss data, and plan instruction. 
SEAL teachers plan together and walkthroughs reflect common themes and materials.  
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Some grade level teams are very intentional in affirming the culture and language that our students 
bring with them to school each day. All teachers do a nice job with Affirmations and presenting a 
classroom environment that reflect the culture of our students, however use of primary language is 
not an emphasis. Our staff must work on assessments that reflect the work of SEAL.  We have 
begun discussion of including a performance task with each unit and what those might look like at 
each grade level.  
We have seen an increase of multicultural activities that reflect students' culture, language and 
values (in SEAL classrooms).  I only wish we can continue and provide these opportunities to grades 
4 and 5.  
We need to recruit more teachers that look like the kids  
While the classrooms fully reflect student  individualism, work and SEAL themes, there is no 
affirmation of bilingualism since there are so few teachers that even speak Spanish - much less 
there is no primary language instruction.  
 
 
S2. Table I39  
Principals’ Perception of Family Partnerships (n = 32) 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. Regular communication occurs between teachers and 
families to promote engagement and participation in students’ 
education. 
32 0 (0%) 
3 
(9%) 
24 
(75%) 
5 
(16%) 
b. The school/teacher communicates with families about the 
benefits of bilingualism and the importance of continuing to 
use the home language. 
31 1 (3%) 
10 
(32%) 
18 
(58%) 
2 
(6%) 
c. Families participate in a variety of activities during and after 
school designed to engage families in the child’s education. 32 
0 
(0%) 
4 
(13%) 
22 
(69%) 
6 
(19%) 
Note. The total number of respondents for this table is 32 (N=32) and the response range for each survey item is 32 to 31. 
 
 
S2. Table I40  
Principals’ Examples of an Increase or Improvement in Family Partnerships 
Theme Statement 
Examples of increased 
or improved family 
partnerships 
Attendance at Gallery Walks and Parent Education Events has improved. 
Family participation is limited because of the bus situation at our school , since we are a 
neighborhood school 4 miles from the neighborhood that we serve.  However, our parents do 
participate and we are working to coordinate shuttle bus service on gallery walk days.  We are limited 
in the conversation about bilingualism as a staff, since very few of the teachers can actually 
communicate in Spanish.  However, we use all resources to communicate the value of home culture 
and language to our families.  
Gallery Walks 
Gallery Walks are well-attended. 
Gallery walks. Family Engagement Classes for parents/families.  
greater participation at school activities specifically gallery walks 
I answered this question based on our bilingual program teachers and structure.  We are working 
towards this level of partnerships based on language in our SEI classrooms. 
Newsletters, family nights 
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Parenting Classes, Women's group, Family Fun Night. 
Parents participate in Reclassification Training by district ELD TOSA.  Parent Committees have been 
given the opportunity to do walkthroughs with Principal to observe SEAL classrooms in action.  
SELAC family engagement continues to be a priority for school, SLT and PTO.  Having a bilingual 
community liaison/Bilingual secretary funded by the LCAP demonstrates CSO commitment to 
supporting all families. 
There have been some workshops for parents focused on how to help or work with their child. Some 
of the teachers communicate regularly with their students' parents via electronic or paper newsletter. 
Some communicate regularly with some of their parents in informal conversations. 
Three (3) RAR workshops per site, 2 DRDP conferences (have already been in place) 
We have had way more parent participation since we are implementing home-school connection 
activities, projects related to the units taught, etc. 
When directed by the principal, teachers send home the unit letter and hold the culminating family 
activity. Beyond SEAL, parent engagement opportunities are planned.  
 
 
S2. Table I41 
Principals’ Perception of Impact at SEAL Schools as a Result of the SEAL Model Implementation (n = 32) 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. High levels of implementation of the SEAL Model. 32 0 (0%) 
7 
(22%) 
20 
(63%) 
5 
(16%) 
b. Increased collaboration and intentional planning between 
district and site leaders, based on the SEAL design. 31 
0 
(0%) 
7 
(23%) 
21 
(68%) 
3 
(10%) 
c. Improvements in teaching for English Learners. 32 0 (0%) 
3 
(9%) 
25 
(78%) 
4 
(13%) 
d. Greater consistency and alignment across SEAL classrooms. 32 0 (0%) 
2 
(6%) 
23 
(72%) 
7 
(22%) 
e. Greater teacher engagement and satisfaction. 30 0 (0%) 
4 
(13%) 
22 
(73%) 
4 
(13%) 
f. Greater teacher collaboration. 32 0 (0%) 
3 
(9%) 
20 
(63%) 
9 
(28%) 
g. Greater rigor, complexity, and amount of language production 
among students 31 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(10%) 
21 
(68%) 
7 
(23%) 
h. More joyful, confident and engaged students. 29 0 (0%) 
1 
(3%) 
20 
(69%) 
8 
(28%) 
i. Greater students access and engagement with academic 
content. 30 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(10%) 
18 
(60%) 
9 
(30%) 
j. Greater academic achievement of ELs. 29 0 (0%) 
5 
(17%) 
20 
(69%) 
4 
(14%) 
k. Greater English language proficiency. 30 0 (0%) 
5 
(17%) 
21 
(70%) 
4 
(13%) 
l. Greater Spanish language proficiency. 24 6 (25%) 
10 
(42%) 
8 
(33%) 
0 
(0%) 
m. Greater impact on students in other areas (affective, 
attendance, etc.). 24 
1 
(4%) 
3 
(13%) 
20 
(83%) 
0 
(0%) 
n. Strengthened family engagement. 26 1 (4%) 
2 
(8%) 
18 
(69%) 
5 
(19%) 
 
  
Section 2 | Appendix I   Page  19 
 
S2. Table I42  
Principals’ Examples of Their Current Progress Monitoring and Measuring of SEAL Implementation 
Theme Statement 
Examples of current 
progress monitoring 
and measuring of  
SEAL implementation 
As a site we do a few SEAL walks in the classrooms with a few observations of SEAL lessons. 
Classroom Observations, Gallery Walks, Daily Walk throughs 
Classroom walk-throughs with SEAL coach. 
Classroom walk-though observations 
CSTP Evaluations 
Instructional walk throughs, classroom visits 
Left many blank because many are unknown 
SEAL walk-through’s with coaches; Instructional rounds held at my school in April; and Monthly SEAL 
leadership meetings. 
That would be my next steps. To develop/create a tool to measure the progress. As of today, I have 
focused on implementation of strategies. 
The current monitoring is done via walkthroughs and team collaborative notes.   Progress is measured 
by our district diagnostic assessment (DORA) and by __ 
This is an area of need.  A lot of this data is subjective and used to meet student need - but not hard 
data to analyze. 
This is the big question... 
Through observation and discussion during evaluation or planning conferences. Informal discussions 
with teachers. I have also asked some of the SEAL trained teachers to share information or strategies 
at staff meetings. 
Walkthroughs 
We aren't measuring it explicitly, but using diagnostics and looking at our EL subgroup.  I would like to 
have a tool to measure the progress of SEAL 
Weekly walk throughs, weekly meetings with SEAL coach, and year- long planning to coordinate units. 
With a New Tool I developed. 
 
 
S2. Table I43  
Principals ’Description of Refined Measures of Progress of SEAL Implementation 
Theme Statement 
Refined measures of 
progress 
of SEAL 
implementation 
I need to be more aware of SEAL implementation in classrooms, I already have a plan to work with 
new SEAL coach for next year. 
I think using the new tool that we were given at the Principals' Convening will be helpful with this. 
I would like to implement the use of a reflective tool/rubric for teachers to use and include teachers in 
site walk-throughs. 
I would like to.  I think the DOI tool will be great! 
In future school planning we will keep SEAL as part of one of our sire's focus and not just use District 
PD time for SEAL collaboration. 
Our focus is going to be on writing next year and how it increases authentic writing. 
Training's like the one today, collaboration with colleagues, learning more about the district’s plan. 
Using DOI document with Coaching Staff 
Waiting to see if we can use the DOI as a reflection tool - would love to see the information arranged 
in a rubric vs a checklist because it is much more user friendly.  
Yes . .  .   
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Yes, it is in our plan to hold a whole SEAL team's reflective session to put plans in place at the end of 
this school year.  
Yes, review and explore additional means of assessing language development and literacy in relation 
to SEAL unit and strategy implementation. 
Yes, with the new DOI tool. 
Yes. I am not sure how, but would love the support at the SEAL leadership level. 
 
 
S2. Table I44  
Principals’ Additional Information/Communication to SEAL 
Theme Statement 
Additional  
information to be 
conveyed  
to SEAL 
Can we reduce the number of days out of the classroom for training's? Can we work with universities 
to have credential candidates graduate SEAL ready? Can we have SEAL use their influence to get 
grants or scholarships for teachers of color? 
Foster the idea of integration as a key for the sustainability of SEAL.  Foster the idea of spending more 
funds on time for teams to plan and debrief not just at district-level PD but as school-site level.  This 
needs to be a district-wide initiative so it is consistent across all schools.  With that, district-level 
admin must focus on identifying ways to support site administrator’s time as they are many 
competing initiatives and tasks at hand. 
I am so grateful for your amazing support and look forward to your continued support of SEAL at 
FUSD.  
I do want to appreciate the SEAL team guidance, PDs and other activities that are allowing our 
teachers to become more effective and engaging educators. Looking forward to next year! Thank 
you! 
I feel like it did not benefit implementation and culture across the district surrounding SEAL to do a 
full district implementation though I understand why SLZ pushed this initiative in this way. 
I have enjoyed the opportunity to learn more about these strategies as an instructional leader so that 
I can support deeper levels of implementation of the SEAL strategies and units at my school site. 
I LOVE SEAL - don't want to seem negative at all - I just want us to be able to do it better and to have 
accountability for how we are implementing so that we can prove that we are doing the right thing 
by our kids.  I also am very concerned about the professional capacity of teachers to develop and 
provide small group designated ELD - I think our kids are not getting enough ELD to systematically 
address language issues  and I am concerned.  
One thing that would help some of my teachers is to have stressed to them that SEAL strategies 
should be integrated throughout the entire school day. My teachers limit SEAL to their Science or 
Social Studies instruction. 
Please continue to study, align with & refine State Preschool instructional practices. 
SEAL coach key to moving staff forward 
Some of the questions pertaining to bilingual or dual language immersion programs do not pertain to 
me. Maybe an N/A response choice should be offered. 
Can we reduce the number of days out of the classroom for training's? Can we work with universities 
to have credential candidates graduate SEAL ready? Can we have SEAL use their influence to get 
grants or scholarships for teachers of color? 
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S2. Table I45 
Results for District Level Implementation Survey Items, by Mean Rating 
District Level Implementation Survey Items 
Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree 
Mean Rating 
Principals 
N = 34 
1. District policies and decisions reflect SEAL values, and/or goals. 3.1 
2. District schools participating in SEAL collaborate to ensure a shared version of SEAL
implementation.
3.1 
3. There is district guidance, support and oversight about research-based programs and services
for ELs.
2.9 
4. There is district guidance and support for the value of bilingualism and cultural diversity. 2.9 
5. District leaders define and implement articulated English Learner (EL) program models
(i.e., Dual Language, Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, Structured English Immersion,
English Language Mainstream).
2.9 
6. District leaders monitor and evaluate articulated English Learner program models (i.e., Dual
Language, Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, Structured English Immersion, English
Language Mainstream).
2.9 
7. SEAL is aligned with other District Initiatives. 2.8 
8. Resources are allocated for implementation and continuation of SEAL practices, action
items and expenditures in the LCAP.
3.1 
9. SEAL Principals and Coach Facilitators work with other District Staff and myself to lead and
support SEAL implementation.
3.3 
10. SEAL is integrated into systems and practices within the district. 3.0 
11. Intentional district planning is conducted to improve the implementation of SEAL. 2.9 
12. Intentional district planning is conducted to sustain SEAL. 3.0 
13. SEAL values, goals, and principles are reflected in our SEAL schools/classrooms. 3.1 
14. The value of bilingualism and cultural diversity is communicated in our school/classroom. 3.1 
15. EL program models (i.e., Dual Language, Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, Structured
English Immersion, English Language Mainstream) are articulated and implemented.
3.0 
16. EL program models (i.e., Dual Language, Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, Structured
English Immersion, English Language Mainstream) are monitored and evaluated.
2.8 
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S2. Table I46 
Results for Site Level Implementation Survey Items, by Mean Rating 
Site Level Implementation Survey Items 
Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree 
Mean Rating 
Principals 
N = 34 
1. There is coherence between SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and resources across 
preschool through grade three classrooms. 
2.8 
2. The SEAL Model is considered when new initiatives are brought into our school, to establish 
coherence and alignment. 
2.9 
3. The Coach/Facilitator has dedicated and sufficient support for implementation. 2.9 
4. Overall, intentional planning is used to understand and assess the impact of SEAL practices. 2.8 
5. Site plans focus on implementation and refinement of SEAL practices. 2.9 
6. Site plans focus on sustaining SEAL practices. 3.0 
7. PD and communities of practice focus on implementation and refinement SEAL practices. 2.9 
8. PD and communities of practice focus on sustaining SEAL practices. 2.8 
9. Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and measures for ELs guides selection of assessments 
and analysis of data. 
2.6 
10. Data is used to monitor SEAL implementation and outcomes and inform continuous 
improvement of SEAL implementation. 
2.4 
11. Regular meetings between district and school staff are held to discuss depth of SEAL 
implementation and identify areas of strength and need. 
2.4 
12. SEAL School PD systems and time allotted for SEAL PD allow for continuous improvement to 
strengthen and deepen SEAL implementation. 
2.8 
13. Teachers engage in reflective practice to identify and strengthen professional areas of growth 
related to SEAL. 
2.9 
14. Teachers are responsive to peer or coach classroom observers, including SEAL Coach Facilitators 
and Trainers. 
3.1 
15. SEAL Teachers implement SEAL units that are standards-based and interdisciplinary. 3.2 
16. SEAL Teachers implement SEAL units that are integrated throughout the day. 2.8 
17. Teachers implement SEAL units that are thematically and intentionally organized to develop 
language. 
3.2 
18. Designated ELD is content-based to include what students need to know to be successful across 
the curriculum. 
2.8 
19. Teachers have a Year Long Plan to address and integrate the standards across curricular areas. 2.9 
20. Teachers promote the use of academic vocabulary. 3.3 
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Site Level Implementation Survey Items 
Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree 
Mean Rating 
Principals 
N = 34 
21. Teachers promote the use of complex language structures. 3.1 
22. Teachers use open-ended and higher order questions to encourage students to elaborate,
using more precise and sophisticated vocabulary and language structures.
2.9 
23. Teachers engage students in noticing, talking about and appreciating good, interesting and
expressive writing.
3.0 
24. Teachers explicitly teach children reading comprehension strategies across texts using
literature and informational text related to the theme.
3.2 
25. Teachers implement strategies to ensure students produce authentic writing across the
curriculum.
2.9 
26. Students’ writing is published and celebrated. 2.9 
27. Teachers, children and families celebrate, affirm, and encourage biliteracy or bilingualism. 2.8 
28. Primary language instruction or support is used intentionally in all EL program models
(i.e., Dual Language, Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, Structured English Immersion,
English Language Mainstream).
2.5 
29. Teachers follow an articulated EL program model (i.e., Dual Language, Bilingual, SEI), as
indicated by classroom instruction, resources, materials, and use of language (primary
and/or English).
2.7 
30. Teachers use strategies designed to gather formative information on student progress and
adjust instruction accordingly.
3.0 
31. Summative assessments are recorded based on students’ demonstration of mastery
through culminating activities including oral presentations, collaborative projects, and
written work.
2.9 
32. Interdisciplinary instruction is reflected in the physical environment and resources available
to students.
3.1 
33. The environment is student-centered and affirms and reflects cultural and linguistic
diversity.
3.1 
34. Collaborative practice and teamwork are evident throughout the instructional day. 3.1 
35. Regular communication occurs between teachers and families to promote engagement and
participation in students’ education.
3.1 
36. The school/teacher communicates with families about the benefits of bilingualism and the
importance of continuing to use the home language.
2.7 
37. Families participate in a variety of activities during and after school designed to engage
families in the child’s education.
3.1 
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S2. Table I47 
Results for Site Level Impact Survey Items, by Mean Rating 
Site Level Impact Survey Items 
Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree 
Mean Rating 
Principals 
N = 34 
1. High levels of implementation of the SEAL Model. 2.94 
2. Increased collaboration and intentional planning between district and site leaders, based on 
the SEAL design. 
2.87 
3. Improvements in teaching for English Learners. 3.03 
4. Greater consistency and alignment across SEAL classrooms. 3.2 
5. Greater teacher engagement and satisfaction. 3.0 
6. Greater teacher collaboration. 3.2 
7. Greater rigor, complexity, and amount of language production among students 3.1 
8. More joyful, confident and engaged students. 3.2 
9. Greater student access and engagement with academic content. 3.2 
10. Greater academic achievement of ELs. 3.0 
11. Greater English language proficiency. 3.0 
12. Greater Spanish language proficiency. 2.1 
13. Greater impact on students in other areas (affective, attendance, etc.) 2.8 
14. Strengthened family engagement. 3.0 
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Section 2 - Appendix J 
SEAL District Leader 2019 Implementation and Sustainability Survey Instrument 
In consultation with the SEAL Leadership Team and LMU-CEEL, Wexford developed the SEAL District 
Leader Implementation and Sustainability Survey and the Principal Implementation and Sustainability 
Survey (see Section 2–Appendix L). The survey items were developed so that the two surveys aligned 
with each other and with the SEAL Depth of Implementation Tool (DOI). Both surveys included 37 
common items focused on district lead and principal respondents’ perspectives of implementation and 
sustainability of SEAL at the district level. The District Leader Survey consisted of these sections:  
• Part A: Experience as an Administrator (5 questions)  
• Part B: Experience with SEAL (3 questions)  
• Part C: District-Level Implementation of SEAL (4 questions)   
• Part D: Site-Level Impact as a Result of Implementation of SEAL (2 questions)  
• Part E: Additional Feedback on SEAL Sustainability and Student Learning (4 questions) 
 
 
S2. Appendix J 
SEAL Implementation and Sustainability District Leader Survey Instrument 2018-2019 
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S2. Appendix J (continued) 
SEAL Implementation and Sustainability District Leader Survey Instrument 2018-2019 
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S2. Appendix J (continued) 
SEAL Implementation and Sustainability District Leader Survey Instrument 2018-2019 
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Section 2 - Appendix K 
SEAL District Leader Implementation and Sustainability Survey Data 2019 
 
In consultation with the SEAL Leadership Team and LMU-CEEL, Wexford developed the SEAL District 
Leader Implementation and Sustainability Survey and the Principal Implementation and Sustainability 
Survey (see Section 2–Appendix L). The survey items were developed so that the two surveys aligned with 
each other and with the SEAL Depth of Implementation Tool (DOI).   
 
Of 19 SEAL Cohort 1–3 school districts, 14 district leaders responded to this survey.  The response 
percentages given are based on the total number of respondents for each survey item.  Tables K1–K8 
exhibit self-reported demographics for district leader respondents.  Tables K8–K18 present respondent 
perceptions related to the implementation and sustainability of the SEAL Model at their respective 
districts and schools.  Tables K19 and K20 list the district level and site level implementation and 
sustainability survey items by mean rating.  
 
S2. Table K1  
District Participants 
District n % 
Berryessa Union SD 2 14 
Coalinga-Huron USD 0 0 
Davis Joint USD 0 0 
Earlimart SD 0 0 
Evergreen Elementary SD 2 14 
Franklin McKinley SD 1 7 
Gilroy USD 2 14 
Golden Plains USD 0 0 
Los Angeles USD 0 0 
Milpitas USD 0 0 
Mountain View SD 1 7 
Newark USD 0 0 
Oak Grove SD 2 14 
Redwood City SD 1 7 
San Bruno Park SD 0 0 
San Lorenzo USD 0 0 
San Rafael City Schools 2 14 
Santa Clara USD 1 7 
Williams USD 0 0 
Total 14 100 
 
 
S2. Table K2  
District Leaders’ Current Title/Positions 
Types of Positions n % 
Superintendent 0 0 
Assistant Superintendent 3 21 
Director (i.e., EL Programs, C&I, Educational Services) 8 57 
Coordinator 2 14 
Other 1 7 
Total 14 100 
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S2. Table K3  
District Administrator’s Responsibilities for Structured English Immersion Programs 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 1 7 
2-5 years 7 50 
6-10 years 3 21 
11 years or more 2 14 
None 1 7 
Total 14 100 
 
 
S2. Table K4  
Years Working as a SEAL District Administrator 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 1 7 
2-5 years 7 50 
6-10 years 4 29 
11 years or more 2 14 
None 0 0 
Total 14 100 
 
 
S2. Table K5  
Experience as a Principal at the Following Grade Levels 
Grade Levels n % 
PreK 2 14 
K-3 3 21 
Elementary 13 93 
Middle School 2 14 
High School 0 0 
Other 1 7 
Total 14 100 
 
 
S2. Table K6  
Experience With SEAL as a District Leader 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 1 7 
2 years 3 21 
3 or more years 10 71 
Total 14 100 
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S2. Table K7  
Previous Positions Within SEAL 
Types of Positions n % 
District Administrator 5 36 
Principal 1 7 
Assistant Principal 0 0 
Teacher 0 0 
Coach 1 7 
None 7 50 
Other 0 0 
Total 14 100 
 
 
S2. Table K8  
District Leader’s Participation in SEAL Activities  
Survey Item 
n 
None of the 
Day(s) or 
Session(s) 
n  
(%) 
Some of the 
Day(s) or 
Session(s) 
n  
(%) 
Most of the 
Day(s) or 
Session(s) 
n  
(%) 
All of the 
Day(s) or 
Session(s) 
n  
(%) 
a. District Leaders Convenings 14 
1 
(7%) 
9 
(64%) 
4 
(29%) 
0 
(0%) 
b. Principal Convenings 14 
0 
(0%) 
4 
(29%) 
8 
(57%) 
2 
(14%) 
c. Instructional Rounds 14 
1 
(7%) 
2 
(14%) 
7 
(50%) 
4 
(29%) 
d. Professional development for SEAL Modules 14 
0 
(0%) 
4 
(29%) 
7 
(50%) 
3 
(21%) 
e. Unit Development Days 14 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
9 
(64%) 
5 
(36%) 
f. Summer Bridge 14 
2 
(14%) 
3 
(21%) 
6 
(43%) 
3 
(21%) 
 
 
S2. Table K9  
District Leaders’ Perception of Their District’s Level of Implementation of SEAL  
Implementation Level n % 
Minimal Implementation. 0 0 
Partial Implementation. 5 36 
Consistent Implementation. 9 64 
Sustainability. 0 0 
Total 14 100 
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S2. Table K10 
District Leaders’ Perception of Implementation and Sustainability at the District Level  
Survey Items 
n 
Strongly Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. District policies and decisions reflect SEAL values, 
and/or goals. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(7%) 
6 
(43%) 
7 
(50%) 
b. District schools participating in SEAL collaborate to 
ensure a shared vision of SEAL implementation. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(14%) 
7 
(50%) 
5 
(36%) 
c. There is district guidance, support and oversight about 
research-based programs and services for ELs. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(14%) 
6 
(43%) 
6 
(43%) 
d. There is district guidance and support for the value of 
bilingualism and cultural diversity. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
9 
(64%) 
4 
(29%) 
e. District leaders define and implement articulated 
English Learner (EL) program models (e.g. Dual Language 
Immersion, Bilingual, SEI). 
14 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
12 
(86%) 
2 
(14%) 
f. District leaders monitor and evaluate articulated English 
Learner program models (e.g. Dual Language Immersion, 
Bilingual, SEI). 
14 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(14%) 
11 
(79%) 
1 
(7%) 
 
 
S2. Table K11 
District Leaders’ Perception of Implementation and Sustainability at the District Level  
Survey Items 
n 
Strongly Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. SEAL is aligned with other District Initiatives. 14 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(7%) 
7 
(50%) 
6 
(43%) 
b. Resources are allocated for continuation of SEAL 
practices, action items and expenditures in the LCAP. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(43%) 
8 
(57%) 
c. Resources are allocated in the LCAP for ongoing EL 
needs using valid measures of EL progress. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(7%) 
5 
(36%) 
8 
(57%) 
d. SEAL Principals and Coach Facilitators work with other 
District Staff to lead and support SEAL implementation. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(7%) 
8 
(57%) 
5 
(36%) 
e. SEAL Principals and Coach Facilitators work with other 
District Staff to lead and support SEAL sustainability. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(7%) 
8 
(57%) 
5 
(36%) 
f. SEAL is integrated into systems and practices within the 
district. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(7%) 
9 
(64%) 
4 
(29%) 
g. Intentional district planning is conducted to sustain 
SEAL. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(7%) 
6 
(43%) 
7 
(50%) 
h. Site plans focus on sustainability of SEAL practices. 14 
0 
(0%) 
4 
(29%) 
7 
(50%) 
3 
(21%) 
i. PD and communities of practice focus on sustaining SEAL 
practices. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(14%) 
10 
(71%) 
2 
(14%) 
j. The Depth of Implementation tool is used to gather data 
about SEAL implementation and inform continuous 
improvement and sustainability. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
5 
(36%) 
6 
(43%) 
1 
(7%) 
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S2. Table K12 
District Leaders’ Perception of Implementation and Sustainability at the District Level  
Survey Items 
n 
Strongly Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. District leadership new to SEAL are provided with 
professional development related to the SEAL Model, 
its implementation and sustainability. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(21%) 
10 
(71%) 
1 
(7%) 
b. Principals new to SEAL are provided with 
professional development related to the SEAL Model, 
its implementation and sustainability. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(21%) 
9 
(64%) 
1 
(7%) 
c. Teachers new to SEAL are provided with 
professional development related to the SEAL Model, 
its implementation and sustainability. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
8 
(57%) 
6 
(43%) 
d. Coaches new to SEAL are provided with 
professional development related to the SEAL Model, 
its implementation and sustainability. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
7 
(50%) 
6 
(43%) 
e. Coaches/Facilitators have dedicated time to 
support SEAL sustainability (0.5 FTE at a minimum). 
14 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(7%) 
5 
(36%) 
8 
(57%) 
f. There is coherence and coordination between SEAL 
and other initiatives, key services, and resources 
across preschool through kinder. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(21%) 
10 
(71%) 
1 
(7%) 
g. There is coherence and coordination between SEAL 
and other initiatives, key services, and resources 
across TK through grade three classrooms. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(14%) 
11 
(79%) 
1 
(7%) 
h. Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and 
measures for ELs guide selection of assessments. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(43%) 
8 
(57%) 
0 
(0%) 
i. Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and 
measures guide EL progress monitoring and analysis 
of data. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
4 
(29%) 
10 
(71%) 
0 
(0%) 
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S2. Table K13 
District Leaders’ Perception of Impacts on SEAL Schools as a Result of Implementation of the SEAL Model 
Survey Items 
n 
Strongly Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. High levels of implementation of the SEAL Model. 14 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(14%) 
11 
(79%) 
1 
(7%) 
b. Increased collaboration and intentional planning 
between district and site leaders, based on the SEAL 
design. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
5 
(36%) 
7 
(50%) 
2 
(14%) 
c. Improvements in teaching for English Learners. 14 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(14%) 
10 
(71%) 
2 
(14%) 
d. Greater consistency and alignment across SEAL 
classrooms. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(7%) 
13 
(93%) 
0 
(0%) 
e. Greater teacher engagement and satisfaction. 14 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(14%) 
10 
(71%) 
2 
(14%) 
f. Greater teacher collaboration. 14 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
10 
(71%) 
4 
(29%) 
g. Greater rigor, complexity, and amount of language 
production among students 
14 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(21%) 
8 
(57%) 
3 
(21%) 
 
 
S2. Table K14 
District Leaders’ Perception of Impacts on SEAL Schools as a Result of Implementation of the SEAL Model  
Survey Items 
n 
Strongly Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. More joyful, confident and engaged students. 14 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
13 
(93%) 
1 
(7%) 
b. Greater student access and engagement with 
academic content. 
14 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
13 
(93%) 
1 
(7%) 
c. Greater academic achievement of ELs. 14 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(21%) 
10 
(71%) 
1 
(7%) 
d. Greater English language proficiency among ELs. 14 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
13 
(93%) 
1 
(7%) 
e. Greater Spanish language proficiency. 14 
2 
(14%) 
7 
(50%) 
5 
(36%) 
0 
(0%) 
f. Greater impact on students in other areas (affective, 
attendance, etc.). 
14 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(14%) 
12 
(86%) 
0 
(0%) 
g. Strengthened family engagement. 14 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
9 
(64%) 
5 
(36%) 
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S2. Table K15  
District Leader’s Additional Information About Current or Planned SEAL Sustainability Efforts 
Theme Statement 
Current or Planned SEAL 
Sustainability Efforts 
Bringing together district and site administrators to create a working group to set goals and 
next steps for sustainability and continued PD needs 
From the District perspective, there is inconsistency when it comes to implementation levels by 
the site as well as principal support for sustainability.  This has to do with the school site 
administrator's familiarity and knowledge of the SEAL framework. At MVSD we are planning 
Principal sessions for sustainability support. Also, SEAL coaches are meeting with principals to 
provide coaching and/or PD for teachers, Tk-3.  For new principals ( 3 new principals this year) 
SEAL Coach Facilitator will provide an in-person PD.  
GUSD has created a district-wide leadership team to help with sustainability, re-iterate common 
focus areas that are consistent throughout the district. 
One of the issues we still struggle with is the fact that there are a few teachers that do not 
implemented as fully as we would like.  We've had a lot of table discussion about that today.  I 
almost felt like I wanted a category between agree and disagree.  I most I didn't want to say I 
disagreed but I agree somewhat. 
There is a focus on scaling SEAL TK-6 at all participating sites.  We are looking to build upon our 
SEAL program to fully develop a bilingual model program. 
We need to support teachers in NGSS/STEAM/PBL implementation;  and make the alignment 
with their strategies in place, clear and explicit. 
 
 
 
S2. Table K16  
District Leader’s Perception of Support Needed from SEAL for Sustainability of Current or Planned Efforts 
Theme Statement 
Support Needed from SEAL 
for Sustainability of Current 
or Planned Efforts 
Assessment topics are of interest as I believe the assessment practices do not align to SEAL 
Philosophy 
Concrete observable teacher practices defined and outlined for walkthroughs. 
Continued opportunities for our coaches and principals to collaborate with others. 
Coordinated and vetted resources to support scaling.    I appreciate the collection of resources 
on TORSH. 
I would love a crash course on SEAL as a district administrator so I can effectively support my 
principals. 
Ongoing support for coaches and admin  
Perhaps, consulting time to support our coaches in creating explicit alignment between NGSS 
pedagogy and SEAL instructional practices. 
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S2. Table K17  
District Leader’s Perception of Necessary Conditions to Sustain SEAL in the District and at School Sites 
Theme Descriptions 
Conditions Necessary to 
Sustain SEAL in the District 
and at School Sites 
Common goals, articulation between grades, link to data, and teachers sharing best practices. 
Continued focus and collaboration among leaders at all levels  
Continued support for time for facilitated collaboration - UDDs.  Ongoing 2-3 days per year.  
However, the sub availability has impacted our ability to sustain this.   
Having on site trainers for this work would be important as we move to sustainability. Not sure 
how we become sustainable if our PD has to be outside our district.  
I believe that most educators want to be successful and provide optimal opportunity and 
instruction for all students.  Districts need to develop systems and practices that help 
teachers/administrators reach these goals.  Sometimes initiatives are viewed as layering on top 
of instead of contributing to. 
Need resources for sustain coaching, release time. SEAL is an expensive model well worth the 
funding but in districts with declining enrollment , cuts need to be made. I am not sure about 
paying for releasing teachers twice a month  to plan. Hard without subs. 
Shared leadership and collaboration between sites and the district.  Focused coaching cycles 
that are not "one offs". 
Support from the principal and their belief in SEAL 
The superintendent must indicate how SEAL fits in the strategic plan. Additionally, support must 
be given in order to expand and/or sustain the model.  
This comes from Leadership support. Our Superintendent and Assistant Superintendent 
understand the significance of supporting our EL students in the community we serve. That is 
evident by the initiatives and instructional framework that we have in our District. 
 
 
S2. Table K18  
District Leader’s Perception of Changes in Student Learning Since SEAL Implementation in Their Districts 
Theme Statement 
Changes in Student Learning  
Since SEAL Implementation  
in District 
Engaging classrooms   Student participation high  
Movement away from worksheets and quiet classrooms to environments of joy 
Our English Learners in the primary grades are out performing students in non-SEAL schools in 
terms of reclassification.  
SEAL is a great program. The burning question in our district among our teacher union reps 
and stakeholders is how it supports literacy. Do you have any research on the impact on 
reading?  I know SEAL is good for kids! I know it helps develop the language skills to support 
reading. But we need some research on how SEAL schools help overall academic achievement. 
Thanks. 
Students are more engage in their classrooms.  They are speaking more. 
Students at SEAL schools are experiencing higher reclassification rates.  Families are 
connecting via student gallery walks. 
Teachers are so much more aware of how to engage students.  Chants is one of the things I 
hear mentioned in almost every training that I do that is unrelated.  
Yes, students are utilizing research-based practices. 
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S2. Table K19 
Results for District Level Implementation and Sustainability Survey Items, by Mean Rating 
District Level Implementation Survey Items  
Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree 
Mean Rating 
District Leaders 
N = 14 
1. District policies and decisions reflect SEAL values, and/or goals. 3.4 
2. District schools participating in SEAL collaborate to ensure a shared vision of SEAL implementation. 3.2 
3. There is district guidance, support and oversight about research-based programs and services for 
ELs. 
3.3 
4. There is district guidance and support for the value of bilingualism and cultural diversity. 3.3 
5. District leaders define and implement articulated English Learner (EL) program models                  
(e.g., Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, SEI). 
3.1 
6. District leaders monitor and evaluate articulated English Learner program models                           
(e.g., Dual Language Immersion, Bilingual, SEI). 
2.9 
7. Resources are allocated for continuation of SEAL practices, action items and expenditures in the 
LCAP. 
3.6 
8. Resources are allocated in the LCAP for ongoing EL needs using valid measures of EL progress. 3.5 
9. SEAL is aligned with other District Initiatives. 3.4 
10. Intentional district planning is conducted to sustain SEAL. 3.4 
11. SEAL Principals and Coach Facilitators work with other District Staff to lead and support SEAL 
implementation. 
3.3 
12. SEAL Principals and Coach Facilitators work with other District Staff to lead and support SEAL 
sustainability. 
3.3 
13. SEAL is integrated into systems and practices within the district. 3.2 
14. PD and communities of practice focus on sustaining SEAL practices. 3.0 
15. Site plans focus on sustainability of SEAL practices. 2.9 
16. The Depth of Implementation tool is used to gather data about SEAL implementation and inform 
continuous improvement and sustainability. 
2.7 
17. Coaches new to SEAL are provided with professional development related to the SEAL Model, its 
implementation and sustainability. 
3.5 
18. Coaches/Facilitators have dedicated time to support SEAL sustainability (0.5 FTE at a minimum). 3.5 
19. Teachers new to SEAL are provided with professional development related to the SEAL Model, its 
implementation and sustainability. 
3.4 
20. There is coherence and coordination between SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and 
resources across TK through grade three classrooms. 
2.9 
21. District leadership new to SEAL are provided with professional development related to the SEAL 
Model, its implementation and sustainability. 
2.9 
22. There is coherence and coordination between SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and 
resources across preschool through kinder. 
2.9 
23. Principals new to SEAL are provided with professional development related to the SEAL Model, its 
implementation and sustainability. 
2.9 
24. Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and measures guide EL progress monitoring and analysis 
of data. 
2.7 
25. Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and measures for ELs guide selection of assessments. 2.6 
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S2. Table K20 
Results for Site Level Impact Survey Items, by Mean Rating 
Site Level Impact Survey Items  
Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree 
Mean Rating 
District Leaders 
N = 14 
1. Greater teacher collaboration. 3.3 
2. Improvements in teaching for English Learners. 3.0 
3. Greater teacher engagement and satisfaction. 3.0 
4. Greater rigor, complexity, and amount of language production among students 3.0 
5. High levels of implementation of the SEAL Model. 2.9 
6. Greater consistency and alignment across SEAL classrooms. 2.9 
7. Increased collaboration and intentional planning between district and site leaders, based on 
the SEAL design. 
2.8 
8. Strengthened family engagement. 3.4 
9. More joyful, confident and engaged students. 3.1 
10. Greater student access and engagement with academic content. 3.1 
11. Greater English language proficiency among ELs. 3.1 
12. Greater academic achievement of ELs. 2.9 
13. Greater impact on students in other areas (affective, attendance, etc.). 2.9 
14. Greater Spanish language proficiency. 2.2 
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Section 2 - Appendix L 
SEAL Principal 2019 Implementation and Sustainability Survey Instrument 
In consultation with the SEAL Leadership Team and LMU-CEEL, Wexford developed the SEAL District 
Leader Implementation and Sustainability Survey and the Principal Implementation and Sustainability 
Survey (See Section 4–Appendix J).  The survey items were developed so that the two surveys aligned 
with each other and with the SEAL Depth of Implementation Tool (DOI). Both surveys included 37 
common items focused on district lead and principal respondents’ perspectives of implementation and 
sustainability of SEAL at the district and school levels. The Principal Survey consisted of these sections:  
• Part A: Experience as an Administrator (5 questions)  
• Part B: Experience with SEAL (3 questions)  
• Part C: SEAL Implementation/Sustainability at the District Level (4 questions)  
• Part D: SEAL Implementation/Sustainability at the School Level (4 questions)  
• Part E: Impact on School Site as a Result of the Implementation of the SEAL Model (2 
questions)  
• Part F: Additional Feedback on SEAL Sustainability and Student Learning (3 questions) 
 
 
S2. Appendix L 
SEAL Implementation and Sustainability Principal Survey Instrument 2018-2019 
 
 
 
 
  
Section 2 | Appendix L  Page 2 
 
 
S2. Appendix L (continued) 
SEAL Implementation and Sustainability Principal Survey Instrument 2018-2019 
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S2. Appendix L (continued) 
SEAL Implementation and Sustainability Principal Survey Instrument 2018-2019 
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S2. Appendix L (continued) 
SEAL Implementation and Sustainability Principal Survey Instrument 2018-2019 
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Section 2 - Appendix M 
SEAL Principal Implementation and Sustainability Survey Data 2019 
 
 
In consultation with the SEAL Leadership Team and LMU-CEEL, Wexford developed the SEAL Principal 
Implementation and Sustainability Survey and the District Leader Implementation and Sustainability 
Survey (see Section 2–Appendix J).  The survey items were developed so that the two surveys aligned 
with each other and with the SEAL Depth of Implementation Tool (DOI).   
 
Of 67 SEAL schools in twelve districts, 23 principals responded to the survey.  The response percentages 
are based on the total number of respondents for each survey item.  Tables M1–M7 exhibit self-reported 
demographics by principal respondents.  Tables M8–M21 present respondent perceptions related to the 
implementation and sustainability of the SEAL Model at their respective districts and schools. Tables 
M22 and M23 list the district level and site level implementation and sustainability survey items by mean 
rating.  
 
 
S2. Table M1  
Principal Respondents by District 
Schools n % 
Berryessa Union SD 1 4 
Evergreen Elementary SD 2 9 
Fillmore USD 0 0 
Franklin McKinley SD 3 13 
Gilroy USD 0 0 
Milpitas USD 0 0 
Mountain View SD 6 26 
Oak Grove SD 6 26 
Redwood City SD 3 13 
San Lorenzo USD 0 0 
San Rafael City Schools 2 2 
Santa Clara USD 0 0 
Total 23 100 
 
 
S2. Table M2  
Years of Experience as a Principal 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 0 0 
2-5 years 9 39 
6-10 years 3 13 
11 years or more 11 48 
Total 23 100 
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S2. Table M3  
Principals’ Experience by Grade Level 
Grade Levels n % 
PreK 6 26 
K-3 8 35 
Elementary 21 91 
Middle School 8 35 
High School 2 9 
Other 1 4 
Total 23 100 
 
 
S2. Table M4  
Years of Experience as a Principal Responsible for Structured English Immersion Programs 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 1 4 
2-5 years 8 35 
6-10 years 5 22 
11 years or more 7 30 
None 2 9 
Total 23 100 
 
 
S2. Table M5  
Years of Experience as a Principal Responsible for Bilingual Programs 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 1 4 
2-5 years 7 30 
6-10 years 1 4 
11 years or more 1 4 
None 13 57 
Total 23 100 
 
 
S2. Table M6  
Years Working as a SEAL Principal 
Number of Years n % 
1 year 0 0 
2 years 1 4 
3 or more years 22 96 
Total 23 100 
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S2. Table M7 
Principals’ Previous Positions With SEAL 
Types of Positions n % 
Assistant Principal 4 17 
Teacher 0 0 
Coach 2 9 
None 16 70 
Other 4 17 
Total 23 100 
 
 
 
S2. Table M8  
Principals’ Participation in SEAL Activities  
Survey Item 
n 
None of the 
Day(s) or 
Session(s) 
n  
(%) 
Some of the 
Day(s) or 
Session(s) 
n  
(%) 
Most of the 
Day(s) or 
Session(s) 
n  
(%) 
All of the 
Day(s) or 
Session(s) 
n  
(%) 
a. District Leader Convenings 23 
3 
(13%) 
2 
(9%) 
6 
(26%) 
12 
(52%) 
b. Principal Convenings 23 
12 
(52%) 
9 
(39%) 
2 
(9%) 
0 
(0%) 
c. Instructional Rounds 23 
5 
(22%) 
7 
(30%) 
9 
(39%) 
2 
(9%) 
d. Professional Development for SEAL Modules 23 
1 
(4%) 
3 
(13%) 
17 
(74%) 
2 
(9%) 
e. Unit Development Days 23 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
19 
(83%) 
4 
(17%) 
f. Summer Bridge 23 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(4%) 
16 
(70%) 
6 
(26%) 
 
 
 
S2. Table M9  
Principals’ Perception of the Level of Implementation of SEAL in Their District 
Implementation Level n % 
Minimal Implementation. 0 0 
Partial Implementation. 9 39 
Consistent Implementation. 8 35 
Sustainability. 6 26 
Total 23 100 
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S2. Table M10 
Principals’ Perception of SEAL Implementation and Sustainability at the District Level 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. District policies and decisions reflect SEAL values, 
and/or goals. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(13%) 
14 
(61%) 
6 
(26%) 
b. District schools participating in SEAL collaborate 
to ensure a shared vision of SEAL implementation. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(26%) 
13 
(57%) 
4 
(17%) 
c. There is district guidance, support and oversight 
about research-based programs and services for 
ELs. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
4 
(17%) 
15 
(65%) 
4 
(17%) 
d. There is district guidance and support for the 
value of bilingualism and cultural diversity. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(26%) 
9 
(39%) 
8 
(35%) 
e. District leaders define and implement articulated 
English Learner (EL) program models (e.g. Dual 
Language Immersion, Bilingual, SEI). 
23 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(26%) 
11 
(48%) 
6 
(26%) 
f. District leaders monitor and evaluate articulated 
English Learner program models (e.g. Dual 
Language Immersion, Bilingual, SEI). 
23 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(26%) 
12 
(52%) 
5 
(22%) 
 
 
S2. Table M11 
Principals’ Perception of SEAL Implementation and Sustainability at the District Level 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. SEAL is aligned with other district Initiatives. 23 
1 
(4%) 
4 
(17%) 
10 
(43%) 
8 
(35%) 
b. Resources are allocated for continuation of SEAL 
practices, action items and expenditures in the 
LCAP. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(9%) 
12 
(52%) 
9 
(39%) 
c. SEAL Principals and Coach Facilitators work with 
other District Staff and myself to lead and support 
SEAL implementation and sustainability. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(4%) 
15 
(65%) 
7 
(30%) 
d. SEAL is integrated into systems and practices 
within the district. 
23 
1 
(4%) 
3 
(13%) 
12 
(52%) 
7 
(30%) 
e. Intentional district planning is conducted to 
sustain SEAL. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(13%) 
11 
(48%) 
9 
(39%) 
f. Site plans focus on sustainability of SEAL 
practices. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(9%) 
17 
(74%) 
4 
(17%) 
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S2. Table M12 
Principals’ Perception of SEAL Implementation and Sustainability at the District Level 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. PD and communities of practice focus on 
sustaining SEAL practices. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
4 
(17%) 
17 
(74%) 
2 
(9%) 
b. The Depth of Implementation tool is used to 
gather data about SEAL implementation and inform 
continuous improvement and sustainability. 
23 
1 
(4%) 
12 
(52%) 
9 
(39%) 
1 
(4%) 
c. Resources are allocated for continuation of SEAL 
practices, action items and expenditures in the 
LCAP. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(13%) 
15 
(65%) 
5 
(22%) 
d. Resources are allocated in the LCAP for ongoing 
EL needs using valid measures of EL progress. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(13%) 
15 
(65%) 
5 
(22%) 
f. District leads new to SEAL are provided with 
professional development related to the SEAL 
Model, its implementation and sustainability. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
4 
(17%) 
16 
(70%) 
3 
(13%) 
g. Teachers new to SEAL are provided with 
professional development related to the SEAL 
Model, its implementation and sustainability. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(4%) 
16 
(70%) 
6 
(26%) 
h. Coaches/Facilitators have dedicated time to 
support sustainability. (0.5 FTE at a minimum) 
23 
1 
(4%) 
3 
(13%) 
13 
(57%) 
6 
(26%) 
i. There is coherence and coordination between 
SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and 
resources across preschool through kinder. 
23 
1 
(4%) 
8 
(35%) 
13 
(57%) 
1 
(4%) 
j. There is coherence and coordination between 
SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and 
resources across TK through grade 3 classrooms. 
23 
1 
(4%) 
7 
(30%) 
13 
(57%) 
2 
(9%) 
k. There is coherence and coordination between 
SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and 
resources across all TK-5/6 classrooms. 
23 
2 
(9%) 
11 
(48%) 
8 
(35%) 
2 
(9%) 
l. Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and 
measures for ELs guide selection of assessments. 
23 
2 
(9%) 
8 
(35%) 
12 
(52%) 
1 
(4%) 
m. Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and 
measures guide EL progress monitoring and analysis 
of data. 
23 
1 
(4%) 
6 
(26%) 
14 
(61%) 
2 
(9%) 
 
 
S2. Table M13  
Principals’ Perception of SEAL Implementation at Their School  
Implementation Level n % 
Minimal Implementation. 0 0 
Partial Implementation. 9 39 
Consistent Implementation. 13 57 
Sustainability. 1 4 
Total 23 100 
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S2. Table M14 
Principals’ Perception of SEAL Implementation and Sustainability at Their School 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. School policies and decisions reflect SEAL values, 
and/or goals. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(4%) 
19 
(83%) 
3 
(13%) 
b. My school collaborates with other SEAL schools. 23 
0 
(0%) 
4 
(17%) 
16 
(70%) 
3 
(13%) 
c. There is school guidance, support and oversight 
about research-based programs and services for 
ELs. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(13%) 
18 
(78%) 
2 
(9%) 
d. There is school guidance and support for the 
value of bilingualism and cultural diversity. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(13%) 
18 
(78%) 
2 
(9%) 
e. School leaders define and implement articulated 
English Learner (EL) program models (e.g. Dual 
Language Immersion, Bilingual, SEI). 
23 
0 
(0%) 
5 
(22%) 
16 
(70%) 
2 
(9%) 
f. School leaders monitor and evaluate articulated 
English Learner program models (e.g. Dual 
Language Immersion, Bilingual, SEI). 
23 
0 
(0%) 
4 
(17%) 
18 
(78%) 
1 
(4%) 
 
 
S2. Table M15 
Principals’ Perception of SEAL Implementation and Sustainability at Their School 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. SEAL is aligned with other school Initiatives. 23 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(9%) 
17 
(74%) 
4 
(17%) 
b. My Coach Facilitators and I work with District 
staff to lead and support SEAL implementation and 
sustainability. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
5 
(22%) 
10 
(43%) 
8 
(35%) 
c. SEAL is integrated into systems and practices 
within my school. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
21 
(91%) 
2 
(9%) 
d. Intentional school planning is conducted to 
sustain SEAL. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(9%) 
16 
(70%) 
5 
(22%) 
e. Our school site plan focuses on sustainability of 
SEAL practices. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
19 
(83%) 
4 
(17%) 
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S2. Table M16 
Principals’ Perception of SEAL Implementation and Sustainability at Their School 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. PD and communities of practice focus on 
sustaining SEAL practices. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(13%) 
17 
(74%) 
3 
(13%) 
b. The Depth of Implementation tool is used to 
gather data about SEAL implementation and inform 
continuous improvement and sustainability. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
14 
(61%) 
9 
(39%) 
0 
(0%) 
c. Resources are allocated for continuation of SEAL 
practices, action items and expenditures in the 
LCAP. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(4%) 
18 
(78%) 
4 
(17%) 
d. Resources are allocated in the LCAP for ongoing 
EL needs using valid measures of EL progress. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(9%) 
18 
(78%) 
3 
(13%) 
e. Teachers new to SEAL are provided with 
professional development related to the SEAL 
Model, its implementation and sustainability. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(4%) 
13 
(57%) 
9 
(39%) 
f. Coaches/Facilitators have dedicated time to 
support sustainability. (0.5 FTE at a minimum) 
23 
1 
(4%) 
2 
(9%) 
12 
(52%) 
8 
(35%) 
g. There is coherence and coordination between 
SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and 
resources across preschool through kinder. 
23 
1 
(4%) 
7 
(30%) 
12 
(52%) 
3 
(13%) 
h. There is coherence and coordination between 
SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and 
resources across TK through grade three 
classrooms. 
23 
1 
(4%) 
6 
(26%) 
13 
(57%) 
3 
(13%) 
i. There is coherence and coordination between 
SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and 
resources across all TK-5/6 classrooms. 
23 
1 
(4%) 
10 
(43%) 
10 
(43%) 
2 
(9%) 
j. Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and 
measures for ELs guide selection of assessments. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
10 
(43%) 
11 
(48%) 
2 
(9%) 
k. Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and 
measures guide EL progress monitoring and analysis 
of data. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
5 
(22%) 
16 
(70%) 
2 
(9%) 
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S2. Table M17  
Principals’ Perception of Impact at Their School as a Result of Implementation of the SEAL Model 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. High levels of implementation of the SEAL Model. 23 
0 
(0%) 
4 
(17%) 
17 
(74%) 
2 
(9%) 
b. Increased collaboration and intentional planning 
between district and site leaders, based on the 
SEAL design. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
4 
(17%) 
14 
(61%) 
5 
(22%) 
c. Improvements in teaching for English Learners. 23 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
19 
(83%) 
4 
(17%) 
d. Greater consistency and alignment across SEAL 
classrooms. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(4%) 
17 
(74%) 
5 
(22%) 
e. Greater teacher engagement and satisfaction. 23 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(9%) 
17 
(74%) 
4 
(17%) 
f. Greater teacher collaboration. 23 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(4%) 
17 
(74%) 
5 
(22%) 
g. Greater rigor, complexity, and amount of 
language production among students. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(4%) 
20 
(87%) 
2 
(9%) 
 
 
S2. Table M18  
Principals’ Perception of Impact at Their School as a Result of Implementation of the SEAL Model 
Survey Item 
n 
Strongly Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Disagree 
n  
(%) 
Agree 
n  
(%) 
Strongly Agree 
n  
(%) 
a. More joyful, confident, and engaged students. 23 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(9%) 
15 
(65%) 
6 
(26%) 
b. Greater student access and engagement with 
academic content. 
23 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(9%) 
15 
(65%) 
6 
(26%) 
c. Greater academic achievement of ELs. 23 
0 
(0%) 
2 
(9%) 
18 
(78%) 
3 
(13%) 
d. Greater English language proficiency among ELs. 23 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(4%) 
19 
(83%) 
3 
(13%) 
e. Greater Spanish language proficiency. 23 
3 
(13%) 
9 
(39%) 
10 
(43%) 
1 
(4%) 
f. Greater impact on students in other areas 
(affective, attendance, etc.). 
23 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(26%) 
17 
(74%) 
0 
(0%) 
g. Strengthened family engagement. 23 
0 
(0%) 
5 
(22%) 
14 
(61%) 
4 
(17%) 
 
 
  
Section 2 | Appendix M   Page  9 
 
 
S2. Table M19  
Additional Information from Principals About Current or Planned SEAL Sustainability Efforts 
Theme Statement 
Current or planned 
SEAL sustainability 
efforts 
As a newly merged school, there are a number of teachers that were trained in SEAL but not really 
implementing at a high level. My work this year is getting common understanding and alignment of 
SEAL practices. 
Attendance at our gallery walks has been a great way to engage parents as part of the school 
community. 
For our Tk-8th grade school, we have embedded into our school mission statement SEAL framework in 
Tk-3 and AVID framework into our 4th-8th grades. To have a consistent path of implementation  and 
transition between lower and upper grades we have set writing as a school-wide ELA goal.  
I feel our school has deeply implemented SEAL, but we still need to expand to 4/5.  
In order to maintain SEAL in our campus we have created a resource room that has as its main focus 
SEAL as the driving force. It was and is being constructed through the support of administration and a 
SEAL coach.  
It was difficult to answer some of the questions on this survey due to a great variance in SEAL strength 
of implementation among my teachers. In some classes it is very strong - in others it is not. We are 
working on consistency and continuity. 
Our site plans for sustainability by planning unit development days in advance, and revisiting SEAL 
principles and practices during staff meetings.  
1. Promote instructional scaffolding that supports comprehension, engagement, participation, and 
inclusion.  2.  Commit to meeting weekly with my ELTP to discuss and implement use of the Roadmap. 
School instructional rounds for teachers to observe each other. 
The strong support from the District SEAL Teacher On Special Assignment (TOSA) has been beneficial to 
our TK-3 grade teachers. 
There is need for sustainability for those at 5 years plus.  As the SEAL model has evolved, there is a need 
to provide an update for teachers.  The plan is to coordinate with district to engage in a site PD to 
refresh and revive SEAL units either through a release date or in June. 
This is my second year at my site, and even though I have an abundance of experience with EL students, 
SEAL is new to me. Thus, gaging the sustainability of practice at my site is somewhat fuzzy as I continue 
to learn about SEAL myself.  However, I do see some gaps in our sustainability as teachers in different 
cohorts finish their training. Also, turn-over and / or teacher leaves for various reasons (for example 
medical) add to the gaps that need attention. 
We are currently working on refining our SEAL units to ensure that SEAL classrooms have all of the 
components of balanced literacy. 
We have been intentional as we develop plans to have a greater school focus on STEM and ensure that 
this program change enhances our SEAL implementation.   
We have implemented K-3 pretty heavily, you see the void in the 4th and 5th grades.  We need to have 
an aligned K-5 model. 
 
 
  
Section 2 | Appendix M   Page  10 
 
 
S2. Table M20  
Principals’ Support Needed From SEAL to Sustain Current or Planned SEAL Sustainability Efforts 
Theme Statement 
Support needed  
from SEAL to sustain 
current or planned 
SEAL sustainability 
efforts 
An accessible SEAL coach – she has so many district commitments that she is NOT even close to .50. It 
is closer to 15%. 
Alignment of SEAL units with grade level ELA standards.  Is there a tool that connects the dots for 
teachers so that we move from the SEAL block to SEAL classroom, specifically balanced literacy 
components?  
Continue to support new teachers and coach's with professional development. 
Continued UDD days to continue building on and improving units. 
I need additional training in the modules myself. Having access to Torsh will do a lot to help me to 
better understand the various strategies and the DOI of SEAL. I also welcome any training aimed at 
"new" principals joining the SEAL community. 
I need to explore Torsh as a resource for myself and teaching staff. 
I wish we would have rolled SEAL out K-5 initially, we are struggling to get the 4th and 5th on board. 
I would love to have a SEAL trainer come and do some "booster" 2-hour staff development sessions for 
our trained SEAL teachers to keep them up to date, e.g., Heather on Designated ELD, Transfer, etc. We 
have a number that were trained years ago and I think it would be helpful with depth of 
implementation especially as a Demo site...I now Katie and I are working with them, but we are not as 
good at the training... 
I would need further assistance on identifying most effective writing strategies within the SEAL 
modules and sample videos to show to our teachers.  
It is crucial that now that SEAL has online resources these continue to be kept up.  In addition, having 
refreshers would be helpful via our TOSAs and the SEAL team.  
More development of SEAL 4th-6th grades. 
No more additional initiatives that derail SEAL (ex: Reader's Workshop, new Social Studies and Science 
curriculum); re-evaluate which coaches are best suited to sustain SEAL; Superintendent and district 
leadership need to hold ALL sites (and site leaders) more accountable for SEAL implementation. 
Support with enhancing SEAL with STEM.   
The support from the TOSA consistently extended to our educational team through various practices, 
such as calendared SEAL planning days off-campus, ongoing professional development, classroom 
demonstrations, and calendared monthly meetings with the site principal. 
We will soon be adopting a new ELA curriculum and my coach and I wondering how we will 
incorporate it into our SEAL units 
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S2. Table M21 
Principals’ Perceptions About How Student Learning has Changed Since SEAL Implementation 
Theme Statement 
How student learning 
has changed since 
SEAL implementation 
I have had in-depth discussions with my K - 3 teachers about using SEAL units as their ELA program. 
We have decided to move away from district-based assessments and using running records as 
formative assessments until such a time that assessment components from SEAL are more widely 
available to us.  
More language across the board. Teachers report when using strategies more joyful learning and more 
enjoyable teaching. 
Our students’ academic vocabulary has increased significantly and its reflected on our district 
assessments such as DORA. I would venture to say that this foundation has helped our kids expand 
language use. However, the challenge at hand is still one that is multifaceted and comprehension 
continues to be an area of need for our students.  
Since implementing SEAL, students are more engaged and interacting with their learning. The room 
environment is a resource and not a "display."  The level of language has been greatly enhanced and 
expectations have increased. 
Students are familiar with strategies across grade levels allowing them greater access to the 
curriculum.   
Students are making stronger connections to their units of study, and expanding their vocabulary.  
Students are more engaged.  I notice higher level vocabulary in student conversations.  Parents are 
connected through family projects and Gallery Walks. 
Students who have been part of SEAL since Head Start just took the SBAC this past year and we see 
that they have increased levels of success in the area of academic language/vocabulary.  
Teacher capacity and confidence in culturally responsive teaching and learning. 
Teachers collaborate and intentionally plan.  Teachers also share with other teachers who are not 
teaching SEAL.  SEAL strategies are incorporated in other subject areas and used at grade levels not 
involved with SEAL  Families participate at Gallery Walks.   Students are speaking in more complete 
sentences and have a more developed academic vocabulary. 
The students' oral academic vocabulary and writing have improved.  
Thematic instruction and scaffolding allows for more comprehension and access of content, standards 
and development of academic language and second language(Spanish and English). I notice more 
variety of grouping strategies, e.g., whole group carpet, Pair Share, small group at tables and 
"centers" where there is flexible seating going on.  There is more joy for learning and also more rigor. 
There is a definite increase in joyful student learning in our SEAL classrooms.  Students have gained 
self-confidence in their ability to guide their own learning by utilizing supports throughout the 
classroom and they are excited to show what they know. 
This is my 3rd year at our school and implementation happened 5 years ago, so hard to compare pre-
SEAL implementation to post SEAL implementation. 
We have a clearer focus on ELD and on the statewide focus on Language Learners.   
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S2. Table M22 
Results for District Level Implementation and Sustainability Survey Items, by Mean Rating 
District Implementation and Sustainability Survey Items  
Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree 
Mean Rating 
Principals 
N = 23 
1. District policies and decisions reflect SEAL values, and/or goals. 3.1 
2. District schools participating in SEAL collaborate to ensure a shared vision of SEAL 
implementation. 
2.9 
3. There is district guidance and support for the value of bilingualism and cultural diversity. 3.1 
4. There is district guidance, support and oversight about research-based programs and services for 
ELs. 
3.0 
5. District leaders define and implement articulated English Learner (EL) program models (e.g., Dual 
Language Immersion, Bilingual, SEI). 
3.0 
6. District leaders monitor and evaluate articulated English Learner program models (e.g., Dual 
Language Immersion, Bilingual, SEI). 
3.0 
7. SEAL is aligned with other district Initiatives. 3.1 
8. Resources are allocated for continuation of SEAL practices, action items and expenditures in the 
LCAP. 
3.1 
9. SEAL Principals and Coach Facilitators work with other District Staff and myself to lead and 
support SEAL implementation and sustainability. 
3.3 
10. SEAL is integrated into systems and practices within the district. 3.1 
11. Intentional district planning is conducted to sustain SEAL. 3.3 
12. Site plans focus on sustainability of SEAL practices. 3.1 
13. PD and communities of practice focus on sustaining SEAL practices. 2.9 
14. The Depth of Implementation tool is used to gather data about SEAL implementation and inform 
continuous improvement and sustainability. 
2.4 
15. Resources are allocated in the LCAP for ongoing EL needs using valid measures of EL progress. 3.1 
16. District leads new to SEAL are provided with professional development related to the SEAL 
Model, its implementation and sustainability. 
3.0 
17. Teachers new to SEAL are provided with professional development related to the SEAL Model, its 
implementation and sustainability. 
3.2 
18. Coaches/Facilitators have dedicated time to support sustainability. (0.5 FTE at a minimum) 3.0 
19. There is coherence and coordination between SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and 
resources across preschool through kinder. 
2.6 
20. There is coherence and coordination between SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and 
resources across TK through grade 3 classrooms. 
2.7 
21. There is coherence and coordination between SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and 
resources across all TK-5/6 classrooms. 
2.4 
22. Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and measures for ELs guide selection of assessments. 2.5 
23. Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and measures guide EL progress monitoring and analysis 
of data. 
2.7 
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S2. Table M23 
Results for Site Level Implementation and Sustainability Survey Items, by Mean Rating 
Site Level Implementation Survey Items  
Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree 
Mean Rating 
Principals 
N = 23 
1. School policies and decisions reflect SEAL values, and/or goals. 3.1 
2. My school collaborates with other SEAL schools. 3.0 
3. There is school guidance, support and oversight about research-based programs and services for 
ELs. 
3.0 
4. There is school guidance and support for the value of bilingualism and cultural diversity. 3.0 
5. School leaders define and implement articulated English Learner (EL) program models (e.g., Dual 
Language Immersion, Bilingual, SEI). 
2.9 
6. School leaders monitor and evaluate articulated English Learner program models (e.g., Dual 
Language Immersion, Bilingual, SEI). 
2.9 
7. SEAL is aligned with other school Initiatives. 3.1 
8. My Coach Facilitators and I work with District staff to lead and support SEAL implementation and 
sustainability. 
3.1 
9. SEAL is integrated into systems and practices within my school. 3.1 
10. Intentional school planning is conducted to sustain SEAL. 3.1 
11. Our school site plan focuses on sustainability of SEAL practices. 3.2 
12. PD and communities of practice focus on sustaining SEAL practices. 3.0 
13. The Depth of Implementation tool is used to gather data about SEAL implementation and inform 
continuous improvement and sustainability. 
2.4 
14. Resources are allocated for continuation of SEAL practices, action items and expenditures in the 
LCAP. 
3.1 
15. Resources are allocated in the LCAP for ongoing EL needs using valid measures of EL progress. 3.0 
16. Teachers new to SEAL are provided with professional development related to the SEAL Model, its 
implementation and sustainability. 
3.4 
17. Coaches/Facilitators have dedicated time to support sustainability. (0.5 FTE at a minimum) 3.2 
18. There is coherence and coordination between SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and 
resources across preschool through kinder. 
2.7 
19. There is coherence and coordination between SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and 
resources across TK through grade three classrooms. 
2.8 
20. There is coherence and coordination between SEAL and other initiatives, key services, and 
resources across all TK-5/6 classrooms. 
2.6 
21. Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and measures for ELs guide selection of assessments. 2.7 
22. Knowledge of valid and reliable practices and measures guide EL progress monitoring and analysis 
of data. 
2.9 
23. High levels of implementation of the SEAL Model. 2.9 
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Site Level Implementation Survey Items  
Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree 
Mean Rating 
Principals 
N = 23 
24. Increased collaboration and intentional planning between district and site leaders, based on the 
SEAL design. 
3.0 
25. Improvements in teaching for English Learners. 3.2 
26. Greater consistency and alignment across SEAL classrooms. 3.2 
27. Greater teacher engagement and satisfaction. 3.1 
28. Greater teacher collaboration. 3.2 
29. Greater rigor, complexity, and amount of language production among students. 3.0 
30. More joyful, confident, and engaged students. 3.2 
31. Greater student access and engagement with academic content. 3.2 
32. Greater academic achievement of ELs. 3.0 
33. Greater English language proficiency among ELs. 3.1 
34. Greater Spanish language proficiency. 2.4 
35. Greater impact on students in other areas (affective, attendance, etc.). 2.7 
36. Strengthened family engagement. 3.0 
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Section 2 - Appendix N 
SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey 
 
The LMU-CEEL Research and Evaluation Team developed the SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey to gather 
information on how SEAL professional development supported their role and skill development. Coach-
Facilitators who supported SEAL implementation in at least one SEAL School site where the SEAL 
Professional Development cycle was completed (3+ years) were invited to participate in the survey. 
The survey consisted of the following categories: 
 
• Part I. Demographic Data (9 questions) 
• Part II. SEAL Coach Facilitator Role, Coaching Culture and Support: Coaching duties, focus, 
support, resources, and development (13 questions, 54 items) 
• Part III. SEAL Coach Facilitator Perceived Effect on Implementation of SEAL Model and Practices, 
including Depth of Implementation (8 questions, 47 items) 
• Part IV. Open Ended Questions (4 questions) 
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SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey 
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S3. Appendix N (cont’d) 
SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey  
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S3. Appendix N (cont’d) 
SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey  
  
 
 
  
7 8 
8 
9 10 
 
Section 2 | Appendix N 
 
4 
S3. Appendix N (cont’d) 
SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey  
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S3. Appendix N (cont’d) 
SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey  
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Appendix O 
SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey Results 
 
The SEAL Coach-Facilitator Survey (Section 2 – Appendix N) was administered in 2017 and 2018. A total of 
22 surveys were collected in 2017 and 21 surveys were collected in 2018 for a total of 43 surveys. SEAL 
coach-facilitators were asked a series of questions to gather demographics data.    As detailed in Brief 4, 
nearly two-thirds (n=28) have taught 11 years or more in K-12 and 55% (n=24) have taught 11 years or more 
in PreK–3rd grade.  More than three-fifths (n=35) have been involved in the SEAL effort for three or more 
years and nearly all of their schools (n=41) have been involved in SEAL implementation for three or more 
years. Additionally, over half (n=28, n=26) have a Master’s degree and CLAD/English Leaner Authorization, 
respectively.  Tables O1–O3 provide complete demographic information on coach-facilitators (N=43) who 
completed the survey.  Tables O4–O11 exhibit coach-facilitator practices, perceptions about their skills, and 
perceptions about the overall effectiveness of the SEAL Model. 
 
S2. Table O1 
SEAL Coach-Facilitator - Highest Degree Obtained and Teacher Certification 
Degree Type n % English Learner Authorization n % 
Bachelor's 15 35% BCC/BLCAD/Bilingual Authorization 13 30% 
Master's 28 65% CLAD/English Learner Authorization 26 61% 
Doctorate 0 0% Other   4 9% 
Total 43 100%    Total 43 100% 
Note. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 
 
 
S2. Table O2 
SEAL Coach-Facilitator - Number of Years Taught in K–12 vs PreK–3rd Grade 
  #  Years Taught in K-12 # of Years in Grades PreK - 3rd 
Years n % n % 
Less than 5 4 9% 5 12% 
6-10 11 26% 14 33% 
11-15 7 16% 12 28% 
16-20 7 16% 6 14% 
21-25 10 23% 4 9% 
26+ 4 9% 2 5% 
TOTAL 43 100% 43 100% 
Note. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 
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S2. Table O3 
SEAL Coach-Facilitator - Number of Years in SEAL Program 
  # Years in SEAL (Coach) # Years in SEAL (School) 
Years n % n % 
Less than 1 year 0 0% 0 0% 
1 Year 2 5% 1 2% 
2 Years 6 14% 1 2% 
3 Years 15 35% 20 47% 
More than 3 Years 20 47% 21 49% 
Total 43 100% 43 100% 
Note. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 
 
 
S2. Table O4 
SEAL Coach-Facilitator Priority Level of Support - Rank Order based on Teacher Characteristics 
 Rank 
 
1 
%  
2 
%  
3 
%  
4 
%  
5 
%  
Teachers who ask for support. 
8 
(24%) 
 3 
(9%) 
 5 
(15%) 
 2 
(6%) 
 15 
(46%) 
 
Teachers the site administrator identifies as needing 
support. 
4 
(12%) 
 6 
(18%) 
 5 
(15%) 
 11 
(33%) 
 7 
(21%) 
 
Teachers you identify for targeted support based on 
formative classroom observations. 
5 
(15%) 
 7 
(21%) 
 6 
(18%) 
 6 
(18%) 
 9 
(27%) 
 
Teachers in their first year of SEAL implementation. 
3 
(9%) 
 4 
(12%) 
 11 
(33%) 
 8 
(24%) 
 7 
(21%) 
 
Beginning teachers (less than three years in the 
classroom). 
5 
(15%) 
 6 
(18%) 
 4 
(12%) 
 4 
(30%) 
 8 
(24%) 
 
Other 
1 
(50%) 
 0 
(0%) 
 0 
(0%) 
 1 
(50%) 
 0 
(0%) 
 
Note. The ranking is based on a 5-point scales (LOWER PRIORITY= 1 to HIGHER PRIORITY=5). Not all overall survey respondents answered this 
set of questions. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 
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S2. Table O5 
SEAL Coach-Facilitators Frequency of In-Classroom Coaching and Teacher Guidance 
  Never   
1-2 times per 
year   
1-2 times per 
semester/ 
reporting 
period   
1-2 times per 
month   
1-2 times per 
week   
 N n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 
Schedule and visit SEAL teachers to 
observe implementation of SEAL 
practices and strategies 
32 2 (6%) 4 (13%) 6 (19%) 9 (28%) 11 (34%) 
Meet with teachers upon request to 
pre-plan a strategy or lesson 
32 1 (3%) 3 (9%) 4 (13%) 18 (56%) 6 (19%) 
Drop by informally to observe, 
check-in and provide support 32 1 (3%) 2 (6%) 4 (13%) 10 (31%) 15 (47%) 
Examine student or teacher artifacts 
as sources of evidence during a 
post-observation conference 
32 4 (12%) 5 (16%) 6 (19%) 12 (37%) 5 (16%) 
Model lessons for SEAL teachers 32 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 5 (16%) 15 (47%) 11 (34%) 
Co-teach wit SEAL teachers 32 3 (9%) 5 (16%) 7 (22%) 12 (37%) 5 (16%) 
Note. Not all survey respondents answered this set of questions. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 
 
 
S2. Table O6 
SEAL Coach-Facilitator Perceptions about the Helpfulness of Professional Development, Support, and Resources 
  
 Not Helpful  
Somewhat 
Helpful  
Helpful 
  
Very 
Helpful  
Did not 
attend  
 N n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 
RESOURCES 
SEAL Model, Vision, and Goals and 
Research Base 
33 0 (0%) 2 (6%) 14 (42%) 17 (52%) 0 (0%) 
SEAL Pedagogical Practices and 
Strategies 
33 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 6 (18%) 27 (82%) 0 (0%) 
PROFESIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND SUPPORT 
SEAL Professional Development 
Modules 
33 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 9 (27%) 23 (70%) 1 (3%) 
SEAL Coach Convenings 33 0 (0%) 3 (9%) 12 (36%) 18 (%55) 0 (0%) 
Other Professional development on 
creating and supporting contexts for 
adult learners 
24 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (8%) 9 (38%) 13 (54%) 
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S2. Table O7 
Development of Coach-Facilitator Skills and Practices 
  Never   
1-2 times per 
year   
1-2 times per 
semester/ 
reporting 
period   
1-2 times per 
month   
1-2 times per 
week   
 N n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 
Meet with school principal or other 
site-level instructional leader to 
identify areas of focus as I coach 
and facilitate SEAL implementation 
32 3 (9%) 8 (25%) 7 (22%) 6 (19%) 8 (25%) 
Observe and debrief examples of 
coaching 32 8 (25%) 8 (25%) 8 (25%) 7 (22%) 1 (3%) 
Engage in co-planning for coaching 32 5 (16%) 5 (16%) 8 (25%) 10 (31%) 4 (12%) 
Engage in evaluative feedback 
sessions for continuous 
improvement and development in 
my role as a SEAL Coach Facilitator 
32 12 (38%) 11 (34%) 6 (19%) 3 (9%) 0 (0%) 
Meet with other SEAL coaches for 
my own professional learning 32 1 (3%) 2 (6%) 8 (25%) 10 (31%) 11 (35%) 
Attend SEAL or other professional 
development session focused on 
developing coaching processes and 
skills 
32 2 (6%) 5 (16%) 21 (66%) 4 (12%) 0 (0%) 
Read professional literature focused 
on development coaching processes 
and skills 
32 2 (6%) 13 (41%) 9 (28%) 5 (16%) 3 (9%) 
 
S2. Table O8 
Coach-Facilitator Leadership and Support for SEAL Implementation 
Leadership and Support N Never  n (%) 
1-2 times 
per year  
n (%) 
1-2 times per 
semester/ 
reporting 
period  
n (%) 
1-2 times 
per month  
n (%) 
1-2 times 
per week  
n (%) 
Participating in discussions about 
coherence and alignment of SEAL and 
other site and district-level 
initiatives/professional development 
31 2 (6%) 7 (23%) 8 (26%) 11 (35%) 3 (10%) 
Provide professional development to 
SEAL teachers 32 0 (0%) 3 (10%) 17 (53%) 11 (34%) 1 (3%) 
Lead SEAL Unit Development Days 32 3 (10%) 2 (6%) 10 (31%) 16 (50%) 1 (3%) 
Help teachers obtain SEAL resources 
and materials 32 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 2 (6%) 14 (44%) 15 (47%) 
Facilitate and support data analysis 32 8 (25%) 7 (22%) 10 (31%) 7 (22%) 0 (0%) 
Other duties (e.g. student assessment, 
classroom coverage) 32 4 (12%) 7 (22%) 7 (22%) 5 (16%) 9 (28%) 
Note. Not all overall survey respondents answered this set of questions.  Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. 
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S2. Table O9 
Effect of SEAL Coach-Facilitator Role on the Implementation of the SEAL Model and Practices 
SEAL Practices N 
Not 
Effective  
n (%) 
Somewhat 
Effective 
n (%) 
Effective 
n (%) 
Highly 
Effective 
n (%) 
DOI AREA 1 - LEADERSHIP 
Participate in discussions about coherence and 
alignment of SEAL and other site and district-level 
initiatives/professional development. 
30 1 (3%) 9 (30%) 12 (40%) 8 (27%) 
DOI AREA 2 - PROFESSIONAL LEARNING 
Facilitate a learning culture committed to professional 
development and collaborative curriculum design 
focused on EL research-based practices. 
30 0 (3%) 4 (13%) 11 (37%) 14 (47%) 
Support teachers to engage in reflective practice to 
identify and strengthen professional areas of growth. 30 1 (3%) 6 (20%) 14 (47%) 9 (30%) 
DOI 3 - CURRICULUM 
Implement a curriculum that is standards-based, 
interdisciplinary and integrated throughout the day. 
30 1 (3%) 3 (10%) 12 (40%) 14 (47%) 
DOI 4A - INSTRUCTION: 
Rich, Complex Oral and Academic Language 
Use of academic vocabulary and complex language 
structures.  
30 0 (0%) 2 (7%) 11 (37%) 17 (57%) 
Use of open-ended and higher order questions to 
encourage students to elaborate, using more precise and 
sophisticated vocabulary and language structures. 
30 1 (3%) 3 (10%) 14 (47%) 12 (40%) 
DOI AREA 4B - INSTRUCTION: TEXT ENGAGEMENT 
Engage students in noticing, talking about and 
appreciating good, interesting and expressive writing. 
30 1 (3%) 2 (7%) 18 (60%) 9 (30%) 
Implement daily, designated time frames for students to 
engage in shared and independent reading. 30 0 (0%) 3 (10%) 12 (40%) 15 (50%) 
DOI AREA 4C - INSTRUCTION:  
WRITING 
Provide opportunities and structures for students to 
draw, dictate, and write about what they have learned, 
experienced and know. 
30 0 (0%) 2 (7%) 11 (37%) 17 (57%) 
Implement strategies to ensure students produce 
authentic writing across the curriculum. 30 0 (0%) 4 (13%) 14 (47%) 12 (40%) 
DOI AREA 4D - INSTRUCTION:  
Primary Language Affirmation, Instruction and Support 
Celebrate, affirm, and encourage biliteracy or 
bilingualism. 
30 0 (0%) 6 (20%) 9 (30%) 15 (50%) 
Use primary language or support intentionally. 30 0 (0%) 9 (30%) 11 (37%) 10 (33%) 
DOI AREA 4E - INSTRUCTION:  
ASSESSMENT 
Use strategies to gather formative information, including 
students' oral and written output to adjust instruction 
accordingly. 
30 0 (0%) 2 (7%) 21 (70%) 7 (23%) 
Use summative assessment data (e.g. culminating 
activities, oral presentation, collaborative projects, 
written work) to examine level of mastery. 
30 0 (0%) 4 (13%) 20 (67%) 6 (20%) 
DOI AREA 5 - ENVIRONMENT 
Affirm and reflect cultural and linguistic diversity. 30 1 (3%) 2 (7%) 10 (33%) 17 (57%) 
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S2. Table O9 (cont’d) 
Effect of SEAL Coach-Facilitator Role on the Implementation of the SEAL Model and Practices 
SEAL Practices 
N 
Not 
Effective  
n (%) 
Somewhat 
Effective 
n (%) 
Effectiv
e 
n (%) 
Highly 
Effective 
n (%) 
Ensure interdisciplinary instruction is reflected in the 
physical environment and resources available to 
students. 
30 1 (3%) 2 (7%) 14 (47%) 13 (43%) 
Use strategies to increase student collaboration or 
dialogue among students. 30 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 
12 
(40%) 17 (57%) 
DOI AREA 6 - FAMILY PARTNERSHIPS 
Promote family partnerships and parent 
engagement/participation in students' education. 
30 0 (0%) 15 (50%) 12 (40%) 3 (10%) 
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S2. Table O10 
Perceived Effectiveness of SEAL Coaching Functions 
Coach Facilitator Role N Not Effective n (%) 
Somewhat 
Effective  
n (%) 
Effective 
n (%) 
Highly 
Effective 
n (%) 
Need More 
Info 
n (%) 
Lead Unit Development Days 25 0 (0%) 2 (8%) 10 (40%) 13 (52%) 0 (0%) 
Assist teachers in selecting appropriate 
themes, goals, and standards to develop 
SEAL Thematic Units 
30 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 11 (37%) 18 (60%) 0 (0%) 
Identify and support the effective use of 
ELD and content standards to support 
the development of Integrated ELD in 
SEAL Thematic Units 
30 0 (0%) 6 (20%) 16 (53%) 8 (27%) 0 (0%) 
Identify and support the effective use of 
ELD standards to develop 
complementary Designated ELD lessons 
embedded in SEAL Thematic Units 
30 0 (0%) 11 (37%) 15 (50%) 4 (13%) 0 (0%) 
Engage in opportunities to refine SEAL 
Thematic Units 
30 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 17 (57%) 13 (43%) 0 (0%) 
Create environments where teachers 
reflect openly on their instructional 
practices 
30 1 (3%) 6 (20%) 12 (40%) 11 (37%) 0 (0%) 
Help teachers set goals and objectives 
aimed at improving their instruction 
30 1 (3%) 6 (20%) 18 (60%) 5 (17%) 0 (0%) 
Collect evidence during classroom 
observations that can be shared with the 
SEAL teacher to identify areas of 
refinement 
30 2 (7%) 8 (27%) 10 (33%) 8 (27%) 2 (7%) 
Model SEAL instructional practices for 
teachers 
30 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 11 (37%) 19 (63%) 0 (0%) 
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S2. Table O11 
Perceived Effectiveness of SEAL Coach-Facilitator Impact on Implementation of SEAL Model 
Overall Impact N Not Effective 
n (%) 
Somewhat 
Effective  
n (%) 
Effective 
n (%) 
Highly 
Effective 
n (%) 
Need More 
Info 
n (%) 
High levels of implementation of the 
SEAL Model 
29 1 (3%) 7 (24%) 14 (48%) 7 (24%) 0 (0%) 
Increased coherence between SEAL 
and other initiatives, key services, 
and resources across preschool 
through grade three classrooms 
30 2 (7%) 6 (20%) 12 (40%) 9 (30%) 1 (8%) 
Increased coherence and alignment 
in curriculum planning within and 
across grade levels in preschool thru 
third grade classrooms 
30 2 (7%) 8 (27%) 10 (33%) 9 (30%) 1 (3%) 
Increased collaboration and 
intentional planning based on the 
SEAL Model 
30 0 (0%) 3 (10%) 13 (43%) 14 (47%) 0 (0%) 
Improvements in teaching for 
English Learners 
30 1 (3%) 4 (13%) 13 (43%) 12 (40%) 0 (0%) 
Improvements in student academic 
achievement in English 
30 1 (3%) 4 (13%) 14 (47%) 10 (33%) 1 (3%) 
Improvement in language 
proficiency and growth for English 
Learners 
30 1 (3%) 4 (13%) 12 (40%) 12 (40%) 1 (3%) 
Improvement for Spanish 
proficiency, if applicable 
23 5 (22%) 2 (9%) 2 (9%) 4 (18%) 10 (44%) 
Improvements in Spanish academic 
achievement, if applicable 
22 5 (23%) 2 (9%) 2 (9%) 3 (14%) 10 (46%) 
Increased joy in learning 30 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 14 (47%) 15 (50%) 0 (0%) 
Greater student engagement and 
participation 
30 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 11 (37%) 18 (60%) 0 (0%) 
Greater teacher engagement and 
satisfaction 
30 0 (0%) 4 (13%) 11 (37%) 15 (50%) 0 (0%) 
Greater teacher collaboration 30 0 (0%) 2 (7%) 11 (37%) 17 (57%) 0 (0%) 
Increased family/community 
engagement 
30 1 (3%) 9 (30%) 13 (43%) 6 (20%) 1 (3%) 
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Appendix P 
SEAL Leader Perspectives on Depth of Implementation Area 1B 
 
The SEAL Replication Model prioritizes engagement and development of district- and site-level leadership to 
support systemic and sustainable implementation. Three leadership roles are identified as part of the district 
implementation processes—one at the district level and two at the site-level (principal and coach).  An 
investigation of site-leader perspectives lead to the development of five surveys: 
 
1. CEEL Coach-Facilitator Survey (Spring 2017 and Spring 2018) 
2. Wexford Principal Survey (Spring 2018) 
3. Wexford District Leader Survey (Spring 2018) 
4. Wexford Principal Implementation and Sustainability Survey (Fall 2019) 
5. Wexford District Leader Implementation and Sustainability Survey (Fall 2019) 
 
The tables in this appendix are organized by DOI Area 1B indicators as follows:  
• Tables P1–P3 are aligned to DOI Area 1B indicator 1.4 
• Tables P4–P5 are aligned to DOI Area 1B indicator 1.5 
• Tables P6–P8 are aligned to DOI Area 1B indicator 1.6 
 
S2. Table P1 
SEAL Leader Perceptions of SEAL Values, Goals, and Principles 
Survey Survey Item Result a 
2017, 2018 Coach-Facilitator 
Survey  
SEAL Model, Vision, Goals, and Research 
Base 
94% Helpful/ Very Helpful 
Not Helpful to Very Helpful 
2018 Principal Survey 
 
SEAL values, goals, and principles are 
reflected in our SEAL schools/classrooms. 
Mean: 3.09 
76% Agree; 18% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
2019 Principal Implementation 
and Sustainability Survey 
 
School policies and decisions reflect SEAL 
values, and/or goals. 
Mean: 3.10 
83% Agree; 13% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
2018 District Leaders Survey  
 
SEAL values, goals, and principles are 
reflected in our SEAL schools/classrooms. 
Mean: 3.36 
50% Some of our schools; 43% All of our 
schools 
1-None to 4-All of Our Schools 
Note. Coach-Facilitator Survey (n=43); Principal Survey (n=34); Principal Implementation and Sustainability Survey (n=23); District Leaders Survey 
(n=14). 
a There was variation in response by item as respondents may have skipped a question.  
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S2. Table P2 
SEAL Leader Perceptions of Collaboration Between District Leaders, Principals, and Coach Facilitators to 
Support SEAL Implementation 
Survey Item Result a 
2017, 2018 Coach-Facilitator 
Survey 
Meet with school principal or other site-level 
instructional leader to identify areas of focus 
as I coach and facilitate SEAL implementation 
44% 1-2/month - 1-2/week 
Never to 1-2 times per week 
2018 Principal Survey SEAL District Leader and Coach Facilitators 
work with other District Staff and myself to 
lead and support SEAL implementation. 
Mean Response: 3.26 
68% Agree; 29% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
2019 Principal 
Implementation and 
Sustainability Survey 
SEAL Principals and Coach Facilitators work 
with other District Staff and myself to lead 
and support SEAL implementation and 
sustainability. 
Mean Response: 3.3  
65% Agree; 30% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
2018 District Leaders Survey SEAL Principals and Coach Facilitators work 
with other District Staff and myself to lead 
and support SEAL implementation. 
Mean Response: 3.27 
60% Agree; 33% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
   
2019 District Leaders 
Implementation and 
Sustainability Survey 
SEAL Principals and Coach Facilitators work 
with other District Staff to lead and support 
SEAL implementation. 
Mean Response:  
57% agree; 36% strongly agree  
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
Note. Coach-Facilitator Survey (n=43); Principal Survey (n=34); Principal Implementation and Sustainability Survey (n=23); District Leaders Survey 
(n=15); District Leaders Implementation and Sustainability Survey (n=14) 
a There was variation in response by item as respondents may have skipped a question.  
 
 
S2. Table P3 
SEAL Leader Frequency/Perceptions of District and School Staff Meetings to Discuss Areas of Strength and 
Need 
Survey Item Result a 
2017, 2018 Coach-Facilitator 
Survey  
Meet with school principal or other site-level 
instructional leader to identify areas of focus as I coach 
and facilitate SEAL implementation 
44% 1-2/month - 1-2/week 
Never to 1-2 times per week 
2018 Principal Survey 
 
Regular meetings between district and school staff are 
held to discuss depth of SEAL implementation and 
identify areas of strength and need. 
Mean Response: 2.44 
44% Agree; 3% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to  
4-Strongly Agree 
2018 District Leaders Survey 
 
Regular meetings between district and school staff are 
held to discuss depth of SEAL implementation and 
identify areas of strength and need. 
Mean Response: 3.29 
21% Some of our schools; 57% All 
of our schools 
1-None to 4-All of Our Schools 
Note. Coach-Facilitator Survey (n=43); Principal Survey (n=34); District Leaders Survey (n=14). 
a There was variation in response by item as respondents may have skipped a question.  
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S2. Table P4 
Perceptions of Coherence between SEAL and Other Initiatives/Services/Resources Across PreK–3rd Grade 
Classrooms 
Survey Item Result a 
2017, 2018 Coach-Facilitator 
Survey  
Increased coherence between SEAL and 
other initiatives, key services, and resources 
across preschool through grade three 
classrooms 
70% Effective/Highly Effective 
Not Effective to Highly Effective 
2018 Principals Survey 
 
There is coherence between SEAL and other 
initiatives, key services, and resources across 
preschool through grade three classrooms. 
Mean Response: 2.82 
61% Agree; 12% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
2019 Principal Implementation 
and Sustainability Survey 
 
There is coherence and coordination 
between SEAL and other initiatives, key 
services, and resources across TK through 
grade three classrooms. 
Mean Response:  2.8 
57% Agree; 13% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
2018 District Leaders Survey 
 
There is coherence between SEAL and other 
initiatives, key services, and resources across 
preschool through grade three classrooms. 
Mean Response: 3.14 
36% Some of our schools; 43% All of our 
schools 
1-None to 4-All of Our Schools 
2019 District Leaders 
Implementation and 
Sustainability Survey 
 
There is coherence and coordination 
between SEAL and other initiatives, key 
services, and resources across TK through 
grade three classrooms. 
Mean Response:  2.9 
79% Agree; 7% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4–Strongly Agree 
Note. Coach-Facilitator Survey (n=43); Principal Survey (n=33); District Leaders Survey (n=14); Principal Implementation and Sustainability Survey 
(n=23); District Leaders Implementation and Sustainability Survey (n=14) 
a There was variation in response by item as respondents may have skipped a question.  
 
 
S2. Table P5 
Perceptions of Coherence and Alignment 
Survey Item Result a 
2017, 2018 Coach-Facilitator 
Survey  
Participating in discussions about coherence 
and alignment of SEAL and other site and 
district-level initiatives/professional 
development 
67% Effective/Highly Effective 
Scale: Impact 
Not Effective to Highly Effective 
Principals Survey 
 
The SEAL Model is considered when new 
initiatives are brought into our school, to 
establish coherence and alignment 
Mean Response: 2.94 
58% Agree; 21% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
District Leaders Survey 
 
The SEAL Model is considered when new 
initiatives are brought into our school, to 
establish coherence and alignment. 
Mean Response: 3.14 
7% Some of our schools; 64% All of our 
schools 
1-None to 4–All of Our Schools 
Note. Coach-Facilitator Survey (n=43); Principal Survey (n=33); District Leaders Survey (n=14). 
a There was variation in response by item as respondents may have skipped a question.  
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S2. Table P6 
Perceptions about the Use of Data to Support and/or Monitor SEAL Implementation 
Survey Item Result a 
Coach-Facilitator Survey Facilitate and support data analysis  
(to support SEAL Implementation) 
 
22%:  1-2/month - 1-2/week 
Never - 1-2 times per week 
Principals Survey Data is used to monitor SEAL implementation 
and outcomes and inform continuous 
improvement of SEAL implementation.  (site 
level systems) 
Mean Response: 2.42 
42% Agree; 3% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
Principal Implementation and 
Sustainability Survey 
 
The Depth of Implementation tool is used to 
gather data about SEAL implementation and 
inform continuous improvement and 
sustainability. (indicator describes the 
implementation and sustainability of SEAL at 
your schools) 
Mean Response:  2.4 
39% Agree; 0% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
District Leaders Survey 
 
Data is used to monitor SEAL implementation 
and outcomes and inform continuous 
improvement of SEAL implementation. (site 
level systems) 
Mean Response: 2.86 
21% Some of our schools; 43% All of our 
schools 
1-None to 4-All of our schools 
District Leaders 
Implementation and 
Sustainability Survey 
 
The Depth of Implementation tool is used to 
gather data about SEAL implementation and 
inform continuous improvement and 
sustainability. (indicator describes the 
implementation and sustainability of SEAL at 
the district level) 
Mean Response:  2.7 
43% Agree; 7% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
Note. Coach-Facilitator Survey (n=43); Principal Survey (n=33); Principal Implementation and Sustainability Survey (n=23); District Leaders Survey 
(n=14); District Leaders Implementation and Sustainability Survey (n=14). 
a There was variation in response by item as respondents may have skipped a question.  
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S2. Table P7 
Perceptions about Collaboration and Intentional Planning to Support SEAL Implementation 
Survey Item Result a 
Coach-Facilitator Survey  Increased collaboration and intentional 
planning based on the SEAL Model (as a SEAL 
Coach Facilitator, the impact of my 
implementation of SEAL) 
90% Effective/Highly Effective 
Not Effective - Highly Effective  
 
Principals Survey 
 
Increased collaboration and intentional 
planning between district and site leaders, 
based on the SEAL design (We have seen this 
kind of impact at our school) 
Mean Response: 2.87 
68% agree; 10% strongly agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
Principal Implementation and 
Sustainability Survey 
Increased collaboration and intentional 
planning between district and site leaders, 
based on the SEAL design. (We have seen this 
kind of impact at our school) 
Mean Response:  3.0 
61% Agree; 22% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
District Leaders Survey 
 
Increased collaboration and intentional 
planning between district and site leaders, 
based on the SEAL design (We have seen this 
kind of impact at our SEAL schools) 
Mean Response: 3.50 
50% agree; 50% strongly agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
District Leaders 
Implementation and 
Sustainability Survey 
 
Increased collaboration and intentional 
planning between district and site leaders, 
based on the SEAL design. (We have seen this 
kind of impact at our SEAL schools) 
Mean Response:  2.8 
50% Agree; 14% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
Note. Coach-Facilitator Survey (n=43); Principal Survey (n=34); District Leaders Survey (n=15); Principal Implementation and Sustainability Survey 
(n=23); District Leaders Survey (n=15); District Leader Implementation and Sustainability Survey (n=14). 
a There was variation in response by item as respondents may have skipped a question.  
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S3. Table P8 
Perceptions about Levels of Implementation of the SEAL Model 
Survey Item Result a 
Coach-Facilitator Survey  High levels of implementation of the SEAL 
Model (as a SEAL Coach Facilitator, the 
impact of my implementation of SEAL) 
72% 
Effective/Highly Effective 
Not Effective - Highly Effective 
Principals Survey 
 
High levels of implementation of the SEAL 
Model (We have seen this kind of impact 
at our school) 
Mean Response: 2.94 
63% Agree; 16% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree  
Principal Implementation 
and Sustainability Survey 
 
High levels of implementation of the SEAL 
Model. (We have seen this kind of impact 
at our school) 
Mean Response:  2.9 
74% Agree; 9% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
District Leaders Survey 
 
High levels of implementation of the SEAL 
Model (We have seen this kind of impact 
at our SEAL schools) 
Mean Response: 3.08 
75% Agree; 17% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree  
District Leaders 
Implementation and 
Sustainability Survey 
High levels of implementation of the SEAL 
Model (We have seen this kind of impact 
at our SEAL schools) 
Mean Response:  2.9 
79% Agree; 7% Strongly Agree 
1-Strongly Disagree to 4-Strongly Agree 
Note. Coach-Facilitator Survey (n=43); Principal Survey (n=32); District Leaders Survey (n=15); Principal Implementation and Sustainability Survey 
(n=23); District Leaders Survey (n=12); District Leaders Implementation and Sustainability Survey (n=14). 
a There was variation in response by item as respondents may have skipped a question.  
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Section 3 Executive Summary:  Teacher Development and Implementation Studies  1 
The Center for Equity for English Learners (CEEL) at Loyola Marymount University led a 4-Year Research and 
Evaluation study to examine the effects of the Sobrato Early Academic Language (SEAL) Model on teacher 
development and classroom implementation from 2015–2019. CEEL conducted three inter-related teacher 
development and implementation studies employing: (1) survey methodologies and (2) evidenced-based 
classroom observations using the Observation Protocol for Academic Literacies (OPAL©)1. The OPAL© is validated 
measure focused on four domains: (1) Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum, (2) Connections, (3) 
Comprehensibility, and (4) Interactions. 
Overall findings for each of the teacher development and implementation studies reveal: 
Ø Study #1 - Observed Changes in SEAL Classroom Practices (Brief 6):
 Increased levels of classroom implementation of English Learner, research-based practices 
• Statistically significant growth from pre-to-post-program classroom observations as measured by the
OPAL© 
• Highest growth in the area of Interactions that maximize student engagement
• A large effect size in all four OPAL© domains and overall composite scores from pre-to-post program
Ø Study #2 - Observed Differences in SEAL Bilingual (BIL)1 versus Structured English Immersion (SEI)2 Classroom
Practices (Brief 7): 
Key differences between BIL and SEI classroom practices 
• Higher levels of implementation for BIL classrooms in all OPAL© domains
• Statistically significant difference between overall BIL vs. SEI classroom implementation
• Similarities between BIL and SEI classroom practices in promoting Comprehensibility and Interactions
• Greater evidence of implementation in the areas of Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum and Connections in
BIL vs. SEI classrooms 
Ø Study #3 - SEAL Teachers’ Perceived Knowledge and Skills (Brief 8):
High levels of teacher efficacy, enthusiasm, and implementation 
• Intermediate or advanced-level implementation of the SEAL Model and practices
• Statistically significant increases in teachers’ perceived knowledge and levels of implementation after
attending SEAL professional development 
• Highest growth in implementation of integrated, thematic instruction and home-school connections
• Greater expertise in flexible grouping and differentiated instruction
• High levels of teacher confidence, enthusiasm, and reported increases in student engagement
1 Some SEAL schools implement a Transitional Bilingual Program, defined by the California Department of Education (CDE) as a program that utilizes English and a 
pupil’s native language for literacy and academic instruction, enabling ELs to achieve English proficiency and meet state-adopted academic achievement goals. Other 
SEAL schools implement a Dual Language Program defined by CDE as a program where language proficiency and academic achievement in students’ first and second 
languages, and cross-cultural understandings, are developed.  
2 The CDE defines the Structured English Immersion (SEI) Program as a language acquisition program for ELs in which nearly all classroom instruction is provided in 
English, but with curriculum and presentation designed for pupils who are learning English. Students are offered English Language Development and access to grade 
level academic subject matter content.  
Section 3 Executive Summary: Teacher Development and Implementation Studies 2 
Introduction to the SEAL Teacher Development and Implementation Studies 
In order to prepare its youth to be competent contributors to a culturally rich and global economy, US schools 
must support its educators to teach the broad range of content and curriculum, including the Next Generation 
Content Standards (e.g. English Language Arts, Science) inclusive of college and career anchor standards. These 
standards assume a mastery of 21st century skills, multiliteracies, and rigorous academic content in English and 
present an urgency to address the academic and opportunity gaps for English Learners (Council of Chief State 
School Officers, 2012). In 2017, the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine (NASEM) 
Committee on Fostering School Success for English Learners (ELs) recognized that the cultures, languages, and 
experiences of ELs are highly diverse and constitute assets for their development, as well as for the nation (p. 
2). California’s 1.2 million ELs account for approximately 20% of the nation’s overall EL population (Ruiz Soto, 
Hooker & Batalova, 2015). In line with NASEM, the California English Learner Roadmap (2017) policy employs 
an asset-based approach and affirms that ELs have rich social and linguistic traditions that contribute to the 
state’s economic and social strengths. California’s EL Roadmap includes four inter-related principles that provide 
guidance and support for educational systems to strengthen comprehensive policies, programs and practices 
for ELs: (1) Assets-Oriented and Needs Responsive Schools, (2) Intellectual Quality of Instruction and Meaningful 
Access, (3) System Conditions that Support Effectiveness, and (4) Alignment and Articulation Within and Across 
Systems. 
Teacher education and professional development have been a cornerstone in education reform in the United 
States for disseminating knowledge on effective, research-based practices for ELs. Research on effective 
teachers of ELs indicates that that they build their knowledge about the curriculum and school context, engage 
in inquiry about their own practice, and deepen their subject and linguistic knowledge for teaching ELs (Faltis, 
et al., 2008; Goldenberg, 2008; NASEM, 2017). They also support the development of family engagement 
strategies, policies and programs (Mapp & Bergman, 2019), consistently analyze, and challenge their beliefs and 
practices (Lucas et al., 2018). Many teachers of ELs however, are not prepared to provide high-quality instruction 
needed to achieve content area standards. Ballantyne et al., (2008) and King & Newmann (2001) argue that 
professional development, when delivered as part of a professional learning community, builds school 
capacity—and increases in school capacity lead to gains in student achievement. The SEAL Model seeks to 
increase schools’ capacity to teach ELs by employing a comprehensive whole-school reform model that is 
implemented system-wide and includes leadership and development opportunities for district and site-level 
administrators, teachers, coaches, and families. 
Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute conducted an 
external evaluation of the Sobrato Early Academic Language (SEAL) PreK–Grade 3 Replication Model from fall 
2015–fall 2019. This comprehensive research and evaluation study focused on (1) Teacher Development, (2) 
Student Outcomes, and (3) Leader Perspectives and Depth of Implementation. Investigation of SEAL Teacher 
Development and Implementation consisted of three studies: (1) Observed changes in SEAL Classroom Practices, 
(2) Observed Differences in SEAL Bilingual versus Structured English Immersion Classroom Practices, and (3)
SEAL Teachers’ Perceived Knowledge.
Research Focus 
The research briefs in Section 3 report on findings from three inter-related teacher development studies that 
investigate how well SEAL met its goals to: (1) build the capacity of educators in elementary schools (PreK–Grade 
3) to align and articulate programs to develop the language and literacy skills of young ELs and (2) engage
teachers in collaborative and interactive professional development to enable them to integrate SEAL Principles
and High Leverage Strategies in their instruction throughout the school day. To determine the effectiveness of
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the SEAL Model, the Research and Evaluation Advisory3, developed a logic model that visibly ties all program 
goals to seven program components and desired short- and long-term outcomes. The research briefs in this 
section are aligned to Components 3 and 4 of the SEAL Logic Model, namely: Professional Learning and 
Curriculum and Instructional Strategies.  
The SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI)4 tool is reflective of the SEAL Logic Model components and was 
developed as part of this research and evaluation effort. Although not used as an exclusive evaluation tool for 
this series of research briefs, the DOI was introduced to SEAL districts and schools as a formative tool to collect 
evidence and identify areas to deepen and refine SEAL Implementation within and across sites. Additionally, the 
DOI Tool is reflective of EL research-based practices.  It aligns with (1) the constructs of the OPAL© classroom 
observation tool and (2) several items developed for the teacher survey instrument used to collect data for the 
SEAL Teacher Development and Implementation studies presented in Section 3 of this report.  See Figure 1 for 
an overview of the alignment between the SEAL Teacher Development and Implementation studies and the 
SEAL DOI Tool. 
Figure 1 
Teacher Development and Implementation Studies and Alignment to the SEAL DOI Tool 
Note. SEAL DOI Focus Areas: (1) Leadership, (2) Professional Learning, (3) Curriculum, (4) Instruction, (5) Environment, and (6) Family Partnerships.  
Figure 1 shows the alignment to four SEAL DOI focus areas related to teacher development of knowledge and skills that translate to classroom 
practices for ELs. 
Overview of the Research Briefs 
The three research and evaluation briefs that follow present findings on teachers’ level of implementation of 
SEAL’s high leverage practices based on results from the Observation Protocol for Academic Literacies (OPAL©)5 
pre- and post-classroom observations as well as results from a survey of SEAL teachers engaged who completed 
SEAL Model professional learning between 2015–2018 (Cohort 36). While each study has a research brief of its 
own, this executive summary highlights key findings from each.  
3 The SEAL Research and Evaluation Advisory was primarily comprised of the LMU-CEEL and Wexford evaluation teams, in addition to the SEAL Founding Director, 
Executive Director, Director of Research and Evaluation, Research Associate, and Director of Innovation and Strategic Design. 
4 The SEAL DOI tool was developed to capture data on the levels of implementation of the SEAL Model and can be used at the project, district, and site level. The tool 
is comprised of six focus areas that are measured on a four-point scale ranging from “No Implementation” to “Sustainable Implementation.”  
5 Lavadenz, M. & Armas, E. G. (2010, 2012). The Observation Protocol for Academic Literacies: Conceptual Framework and Validation Report. Center for Equity for 
English Learners, Loyola Marymount University.
6 Cohort 3 consisted of 31 schools across 10 districts. They implemented SEAL in Y1 (2015-16) with training for PreK, TK, K, and 1st grades. In Y2 (2016-17), Cohort 3 
completed its second year of training for PreK, TK, K, and 1st grades and its first year of training for 2nd and 3rd grades. In Y3 (2017-18), Cohort 3 completed its second 
year of training for 2nd and 3rd grades. 
Teacher Development and Implementation 
Study Briefs: 
Study #1 - Observed Changes in SEAL 
Classroom Practices (Brief 6)
Study #2 - Observed Differences in SEAL 
Bilingual versus Structured English 
Immersion Classroom Practices (Brief 7)
Study #3 - SEAL Teachers’ Perceived 
Knowledge and Skills (Brief 8)
Professional Learning
(DOI Area 2)
Curriculum (DOI Area 3)
Instruction (DOI Area 4)
Environment (DOI Area 5)
SEAL Depth of 
Implementation 
(DOI) Alignment
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Teacher Development and Implementation Study #1: Observed Changes in SEAL 
Classroom Practices (Brief 6) 
The Observed Changes in SEAL Classroom Practices Study (Brief 6) was designed to answer the following 
research question: In what ways do teachers’ level of implementation of SEAL’s high leverage practices change 
as a result of their participation in SEAL’s professional learning opportunities? Use of the OPAL© tool allowed 
for a mixed-methods approach to explore this research question by examining implementation of SEAL practices 
for ELs across four research-based constructs represented by the OPAL© Domains: (1) Rigorous and Relevant 
Curriculum, (2) Connections, (3) Comprehensibility, and (4) Interactions. Evaluators standardized their 
observation methods, conducted a quantitative analysis of change in practice from pre- to post-, and provided 
a qualitative description of what those practices looked like at the time of observation. The research brief 
reports on observed changes in instructional practices and classroom interactions for designated teachers in 
SEAL Cohort 3 districts and schools. Classroom observations were conducted in PreK–3rd grade classrooms 
across eight SEAL districts in Cohort 3 in order to obtain classroom implementation data at two intervals: (1) 
prior to teachers’ participation in SEAL training and (2) after participating in a minimum of six SEAL Module 
professional learning sessions and unit development days over a two-year period.  Figure 2 illuminates key 
findings. 
Figure 2 
Observed Changes in SEAL Classroom Practices - Key Findings 
For more information about this study and a more detailed description of findings, read the Teacher 
Development and Implementation Study #1: Observed Changes in SEAL Classroom Practices (Brief 6). 
Interactions 
Highest growth, pre-to-post 
Highest post-classroom 
observation mean
 
 
 
 
Qualitative Observations: 
• Some evidence of increased 
attempts at implementing 
collaborative structures 
• Limited evidence of student 
autonomy and choice 
Rigorous and 
Relevant Curriculum 
Qualitative Observations: 
• Frequent use of essential 
questions to set goals and
expectations of student 
learning
• Visible use of thematic
teaching
• Prominent access of materials, 
technology, and resources for 
learning 
• Minimal use of transference
from primary language to 
English
Connections 
 
 
Qualitative Observations: 
• Frequent observation of 
connections to previous 
learning and home-school
connections in some
classrooms
• Limited opportunities for 
students to apply learning to 
respond to community issues
Comprehensibility 
 
 
 
Qualitative Observations: 
• Frequent use of scaffolding
strategies to enhance 
comprehensibility 
• Frequent evidence of
clarification of key terms 
through the use of gestures
and/or visuals 
• Limited evidence of use of 
informal assessments to
provide feedback and adjust 
instruction 
Statistically significant growth from pre- to post-program implementation 
A large effect size for all four OPAL© domains and overall composite score 
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Teacher Development and Implementation Study #2: Observed Differences in SEAL 
Bilingual versus Structured English Immersion Classroom Practices (Brief 7) 
The SEAL Model serves ELs, and all students, across a variety of language program types including Bilingual, Dual 
Language, Structured English Immersion and Mainstream English.  Given the SEAL Model’s design to support 
systems and classroom level implementation, the SEAL Research and Evaluation Advisory was interested in 
examining differences between SEAL Model implementation across various language acquisition programs. The 
Observed Differences in SEAL Bilingual versus Structured English Immersion Classroom Practices for Cohort 17 
(Brief 7) intended to answer the following research question: What differences exist, if any, in teacher practice 
between SEAL Cohort 1 Bilingual/Dual Language Program (BIL) and Structured English Immersion Program 
(SEI) classrooms after teacher participation in SEAL’s professional development? Use of the OPAL© tool 
allowed for a mixed-methods approach to the research question. Evaluators standardized their observation 
methods, conducted a quantitative analysis of post-program implementation levels, and provided a qualitative 
description of what those practices looked like at the time of observation in BIL and SEI settings. Study 
participants consisted of a subset of classrooms from SEAL Cohort 1. Classroom observations from 25 BIL 
classrooms and 27 SEI classrooms whose teachers completed the SEAL two-year professional development were 
compared. Figure 3 highlights general findings. 
Figure 3 
Observed Differences in SEAL Bilingual versus Structured English Immersion Classroom Practices 
For more information about this study and a more detailed description of findings, read the Teacher 
Development and Implementation Study #2: Observed Differences in SEAL Bilingual versus Structured English 
Immersion Classroom Practices (Brief 7). 
7 SEAL Cohort 1 consisted of 13 schools across 4 districts. They implemented SEAL in Y1 (2013-14) with training for PreK, TK, K, and 1st grades. In Y2 (2014-15), Cohort 
1 completed its second year of training for PreK, TK, K, and 1st grades and its first year of training for 2nd and 3rd grades. In Y3 (2015-16), Cohort 1 completed its second 
year of training for 2nd and 3rd grades.
Similarities Differences
Rigorous & Relevant Curriculum: SEI classrooms reflected limited to no evidence of primary language (L1) use and no evidence of access to multilingual materials and resources
Connections: BIL classrooms provided more opportunities to make connections to previous learning
Statistically significant difference between BIL vs. SEI in overall implementation of EL-research based practices 
Higher levels of implementation in BIL classrooms in all OPAL© domains
Rigorous & Relevant Curriculum: Delivery of topic-focused curriculum with text-dependent questioning strategies
Interactions: Primarily teacher directed with partner work as predominant form of group work
Comprehensibiiity: Consistent use of SEAL strategies to scaffold instruction evident 
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Teacher Development and Implementation Study #3: SEAL Teachers’ Perceived 
Knowledge and Skills (Brief 8) 
SEAL teachers’ perceived knowledge and skills were collected by a retrospective pre-post survey administered 
to SEAL teachers who completed their second year of SEAL professional development. Brief 8 intends to answer 
the following research question:  What are teachers’ perceptions of their knowledge and skills in teaching 
culturally and linguistically diverse students? The SEAL Retrospective Pre-Post Teacher Survey was created by 
the CEEL Research and Evaluation team; it allowed for a mixed methods approach to the research question. The 
survey was aligned to Areas 1B, 2, 3 and 4 of the DOI8 and to all four domains of the OPAL©9 tool. The survey 
was administered in spring 2016, 2017, 2018.  A total of 490 surveys were collected over three survey 
administration periods.  General findings are detailed in Figure 4. 
Figure 4 
SEAL Teachers’ Knowledge and Skills 
Most teachers feel that they are at an 
intermediate or advanced level of 
implementing the SEAL Model and 
practices 
Teachers report significant Increases in 
their perceived knowledge and levels 
of implementation on all 45 indicators 
Teachers report greater expertise in 
using flexible grouping and 
differentiating instruction  
Teachers feel they are better 
prepared to make home-school 
connections 
Teachers report increased efficacy and 
enthusiasm in their teaching and see 
an increase in student engagement 
Teachers describe coach support as 
helpful, particularly around material 
preparation, unit development, 
lesson demos, observations, and 
feedback 
For more information about this study and a more detailed description of findings, read the Teacher 
Development and Implementation Study #3: SEAL Teachers’ Perceived Knowledge and Skills (Brief 8). 
8 The SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI) tool was developed to capture data on the levels of implementation of the SEAL Model and can be used at the project, 
district, and site level. The tool is comprised of six focus areas: Area 1A – District-Leadership, Area 1B – Site Leadership, Area 2 – Professional Learning, Area 3 – 
Curriculum, Area 4 – Instruction, Area 5 – Instruction, and Area 6 – Family Partnerships.  
9 The OPAL© is a validated classroom observation measure that consists of a standard framework based on four domains: (1) Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum, (2) 
Connections, (3) Comprehensibility; and (4) Interactions. See SEAL Classroom Observation Research & Evaluation Brief (6) for more information.
+
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Conclusion 
Section 3 of this report presents findings from three inter-related studies on teacher development and 
implementation that support the proposition that the completion of SEAL training leads to: (1) greater use of 
high-leverage, English Learner, research-based classroom practices; and (2) increases in teachers’ knowledge 
and skills. 
Key differences between BIL versus SEI program classroom implementation surfaced as a result of this study. 
Teachers reported increases in self-efficacy and student engagement. The full teacher development and 
implementation studies are captured in the three research briefs that follow (Briefs 6, 7, and 8). Section 3 
appendices provide supplementary information, including observation and survey instruments as well as 
additional statistical data and research findings.  
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Introduction to the SEAL Model and the 4-Year Research and Evaluation Effort 
 
The Sobrato Early Academic Language Model (SEAL) is a preschool through third grade model that powerfully 
develops students’ language, literacy, and academic skills within the context of a whole-school initiative.  This 
intensive approach to language and literacy education is woven into all aspects of the school day where English 
Learners and native English students learn together.  The Model was first piloted in three schools in the Silicon 
Valley and an initial evaluation of the Model showed significant impact on student achievement, teacher 
practice, and parent literacy activities.  As a result of these pilot findings, SEAL developed a Replication Model, 
a comprehensive whole-school reform that is implemented systematically and that includes teachers, coaches, 
principals, district leaders, and families.  
 
Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute conducted an 
external evaluation of the SEAL preschool through third grade Replication Model from fall 2015–fall 2019. This 
comprehensive research and evaluation study addressed three broad areas: (1) Leader Perspectives and Depth 
of Implementation, (2) Teacher Development, and (3) Student Outcomes. Twelve districts and 67 schools across 
California participated. This Research and Evaluation Final Report presents findings that will allow the SEAL team 
to institute its short- and long-term evaluation and research agenda based on the SEAL Logic Model and desired 
results for project management, decision-making, refinement, and expansion.   
 
The SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report is comprised of five sections presented in a series of briefs (see 
Figure 1) to maximize usability for multiple stakeholders. This brief is part of Section 3. 
 
Figure 1 
SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report Overview 
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Section 3, Brief 6 - Research Focus  
This research and evaluation brief presents findings on teachers’ level of implementation of SEAL’s high-leverage 
practices based on results from the Observation Protocol for Academic Literacies (OPAL©)1 pre- and post-
classroom observations for SEAL PreK–3rd grade teachers in Cohort 3 (Implementation: Y1: 2015-16 – Y3: 2017-
18).  We report on a matched sample from 59 classrooms across 8 SEAL districts.  Part one provides an overview 
of the study purpose, participants, and methods. Part two presents descriptive findings from OPAL© pre-post 
classroom observation results.  Part three provides classroom snapshots and examples of promising practices.  
The final section provides a summary of findings and implications.  
 
Part One: Study Methods and Participants 
 
Purpose  
This study was designed to examine observed changes in classroom practices of SEAL Cohort 3 PreK–3rd grade 
teachers who completed SEAL’s two-year professional development focused on EL research-based instructional 
practices.  
 
Participants 
Study participants included districts and schools in the SEAL Cohort 3 implementation cycle. Given the timing of 
this study, Cohort 3 allowed the opportunity to capture pre- and post-program implementation data to conduct 
a comparative analysis of changes in SEAL implementation practices. Classroom observations were conducted 
across eight SEAL districts in Cohort 3 to obtain classroom implementation data at two intervals: (1) prior to 
teachers’ participation in SEAL training and (2) after participating in a minimum of six SEAL Module professional 
learning sessions and unit development days over a two-year period. Figure 2 below displays the pre-and post-
program classroom observation count by District. Figure 3 displays the pre-and post-program classroom 
observation count by grade level.  Across the 8 SEAL districts, 103 classrooms were observed at pre-program 
and 59 of the 103 classrooms were revisited for a post-program observation—allowing for a matched sample. 
At the time of this study, all observed classrooms were implementing a Structured English Immersion (SEI) 
program model—none were implementing a Bilingual or Dual Language program.  All but 2 of the 59 classroom 
teachers in the matched sample were teaching the same grade level in the same school pre-to-post observation; 
all completed two years of SEAL professional learning opportunities. Moreover, the classroom observations 
were conducted at different times of the day and during lessons that covered a variety of content areas including 
English Language Arts, English Language Development, Mathematics, Science, History-Social Science, and cross 
content lessons (e.g., Science/ELA) to ensure a representation of typical instruction.  
 
  
                                                        
1 Lavadenz, M. & Armas, E. G. (2010, 2012). The observation protocol for academic literacies: Conceptual framework and validation report. Center for Equity for 
English Learners, Loyola Marymount University. 
Teacher Development and Implementation Research and Evaluation Research Question 
In what ways do teachers’ level of implementation of SEAL’s high-leverage practices change as a result of 
their participation in SEAL’s professional learning opportunities? 
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Figure 2 
OPAL© Classroom Observations by District, PreK–3rd Grade Cohort 3 
  
Note. Cohort 3 Implementation Y1: 2015-16; YRS 2–3: 2016-17, 2017-18. 
 
Figure 3 displays the pre-and post-program classroom observation count by grade level; all observations were 
conducted with the written consent of teachers.  
 
Figure 3 
OPAL© Classroom Observations by Grade, PreK–3rd Grade Cohort 3 
 
Note. Cohort 3 Implementation Y1: 2015-16; YRS 2–3: 2016-17, 2017-18. 
 
Two teachers initially observed in a 2nd grade classroom (fall 2016) were observed teaching in a 1st grade 
classroom during the post-observation (fall 2018). 
 
Research Design and Data Analysis 
Use of the OPAL© tool (described in detail below) allowed for a mixed-methods approach to the research 
question.  The OPAL© also allowed for a standard measurement of instructional practices, including a 
quantitative analysis of instructional practice and a qualitative description of what those practices looked like 
at the time of observation.  Quantitative data recorded for all classroom observations were entered on an excel 
spreadsheet. Descriptive analyses of the quantitative data provided insights on levels of implementation of 
research-based practices and classroom interactions. Content analytic procedures were used to analyze OPAL 
qualitative data in order to generate themes and patterns across classrooms (Hutchinson, 2001)2. 
                                                        
2	Hutchinson, S. (2001). Education and grounded theory. In R. Sherman, & R. B. Webb. (Eds.), Qualitative research in education: Focus and methods. Routledge Falmer.	
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Instrument - OPAL© Classroom Observation Tool and Procedures 
The Observation Protocol for Academic Literacies (OPAL©) is a validated classroom observation measure that 
consists of a standard framework allowing educators to make classroom observations on language and content 
area teaching based on four domains: (1) Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum, (2) Connections, (3) 
Comprehensibility, and (4) Interactions (see Figure 4).   The OPAL© is aligned to California and National Teaching 
Standards and examines teacher practices and classroom interactions from sociocultural and language 
acquisition perspectives. Using the OPAL© as a tool to document research-based EL instructional practices, a 
team of observers visited SEAL classrooms for approximately 20–30 minutes during pre- and post-SEAL 
implementation. For PreK–1st grade classrooms, pre-observations occurred in fall 2015 and post-observations 
occurred in fall 2017; for 2–3rd grade classrooms, pre-observations occurred in fall 2016 and post-observations 
occurred in fall 2018.  Observers participate in a three-day training to ensure the reliability of scores.  Construct 
indicators are scored between a 1 (low) and 6 (high) to document the level of implementation.  Observer 
anecdotal notes are recorded as evidence for scores. The full OPAL© tool is found in Section 3 - Appendix A. 
 
Figure 4 
OPAL© Domains, Definitions, and Description of Indicators 
OPAL© Domains Description of Indicators 
1.0 Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum 
A rigorous and relevant curriculum is cognitively 
complex, relevant, and challenging. It allows 
educators to value and capitalize on students' 
linguistic and cultural backgrounds. 
1.1 Emphasizes problem solving and critical thinking 
1.2 Provides access to materials, technology, and 
resources 
1.3 Establishes high expectations 
1.4 Organizes curriculum and teaching 
1.5 Provides access to content in primary language 
1.6 Facilitates transfer of skills from primary language 
2.0. Connections 
Bridging connections with students' prior 
knowledge is the ability to link content to 
students' lives, histories, and realities in order to 
create change. 
2.1 Relates instructional concepts to students' realities 
2.2 Helps students make connections 
2.3 Makes learning relevant and meaningful 
3.0 Comprehensibility 
Comprehensibility is the attainment of 
maximum student understanding in order to 
provide access to content for all students. 
3.1 Scaffolds instruction 
3.2 Amplifies student input 
3.3 Explains key terms 
3.4 Provides feedback and checks for comprehension 
3.5 Uses informal assessments 
4.0 Interactions 
Interactions are varied participation structures 
that facilitate access to the curriculum through 
maximum engagement and leadership 
opportunities. 
4.1 Facilitates student autonomy 
4.2 Modifies procedures to support learning 
4.3 Communicates subject matter knowledge 
4.4 Uses flexible groupings 
 
The OPAL© provides an opportunity to standardize EL-focused classroom implementation data, record levels of 
practice, and use anecdotal evidence to report on levels of practice.  To illustrate its use during this research 
and evaluation project a SEAL classroom snapshot was developed as an example of high levels of 
implementation of research-based instructional practices and classroom interactions for ELs. The snapshot is 
drawn from SEAL OPAL© anecdotal evidence corresponding to high levels of OPAL© mean scores across all four 
domains. 
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Box 1.  SEAL Classroom: Overall Higher Levels of Practice in all OPAL© Domains 
This Structured English Immersion (SEI) first grade classroom has reading, math, science, and research centers that 
present opportunities for students to explore the unit of study focused on sound and light. Draw and label charts, posters, 
and many chants about pitch, sound, devices, waves, and light are visible around the room.  Key vocabulary words and 
phrases are highlighted in the posters and chants.  Student writing is displayed and journals are used to record on-going 
learning.   
 
The teacher comments that every student has become a good writer before directing the class to the day’s lesson about 
scientists and engineers.  She says, “Engineers are important to the world. Think you will become one?” Students engage 
in peer discussions around this question. The teacher affirms students’ ideas and prompts expansion of key thoughts to 
deepen discussion. The teacher reviews key terms and has students sound out the word “structure”.  She reminds the 
class that engineers, “Build things,” “Solve problems,” and “Use their hands and brains.”  Students take out their science 
journals while the teacher models how to title their page and presents vocabulary words with gestures.  When students 
are ready, the teacher explains that they will build a tower and make observations about their structures as they build 
them in small groups.  They take a moment to recall what group work looks like and she asks, “What do you do if you 
feel upset with someone in your group?” Students offer strategies such as taking a deep breath and walking away. The 
teacher adds this strategy to the class Collaborative Work T-chart that details expectations and examples of what 
collaborative work “Looks like” and “Sounds like.”   Students are provided the materials for the activity and begin to 
build their towers.  The teacher walks around the classroom, checking in with groups.  She reminds students that 
scientists write things down and encourages the students to pair-share what they learned about building structures.   
 
 
The constructs of the OPAL© classroom observation tool align with the EL research-based practices reflected in 
the SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI)3 tool, based on the SEAL Logic Model components (see Section 3 
Executive summary for more information).  The SEAL DOI was developed as part of the overall research and 
evaluation effort. Although not used as an exclusive evaluation tool for this series of research briefs, the DOI 
was introduced to SEAL districts and schools as a formative tool to collect evidence and identify areas to deepen 
and refine SEAL Implementation within and across sites. 
 
 
Part Two: Observed Changes in SEAL Classroom Practices  
 
The findings in this section aim to answer the research question: In what ways do teachers’ level of 
implementation of SEAL’s high-leverage practices change as a result of their participation in SEAL’s professional 
learning opportunities? What is the significance of these results?  We drew from qualitative and quantitative 
data to answer these research questions. To do this, OPAL© scores for pre-post classroom observations from 
matched scores of 59 PreK–3rd grade teachers in Cohort 3 were analyzed. Figure 5 presents pre-post results 
categorized by the four OPAL© domains and composite score.  (See Section 3 - Appendix B for all descriptive 
statistics of observed changes in SEAL classroom practices drilled down to OPAL domain indicators as well as an 
analysis by grade-level.)  A paired sample t-test indicates that scores were significant for all domains and the 
overall composite score. To measure the magnitude of the difference from pre-post, the effect size was 
calculated using Cohen’s D4.  Results indicate a large effect in all four OPAL© domains and overall composite 
scores (See Section 3 - Appendix C). 
 
                                                        
3 The SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI) tool was developed to capture data on the levels of implementation of the SEAL Model and can be used at the project, 
district, and site level. The tool is comprised of six focus areas with corresponding research-based key indicators for leadership, professional learning, and classroom 
and instructional practices that are measured on a four-point scale ranging from “No Implementation” to “Sustainable Implementation.”  
4 Cohen’s D, d=Mean (post) - Mean (pre)/SDpooled; where SDpooled =√((SD12 + SD22) ⁄ 2) 
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Figure 5 
Pre- and Post-Program Classroom Observations Average by Domains, PreK–3rd grade Cohort 3 (N=59) 
  
 ***p < .001 
 
Qualitative Findings  
This section presents qualitative findings collected with the OPAL© tool. Researchers conducted a thematic 
analyses of anecdotal notes data provided by certified OPAL© raters during post-observation sessions. Patterns 
emerged during the coding and analysis of raw data for teaching and learning practices collected at the time of 
observation.  Figure 6 presents key findings across the four OPAL© domains. 
 
 
Figure 6 
OPAL© Qualitative Data Analysis Results by Domain 
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•Frequent use of essential questions to set goals and expectations of student learning
•Prominent access to materials, technology (e.g., laptops and chromebooks), and resources 
to promote learning
•Some themes and use of thematic teaching to support students' understanding
•Some evidence of teacher-facilitated prompts to promote problem solving and critical 
thinking
•Minimal use of L1 support or transference from primary language to English
Rigorous and Relevant 
Curriculum
•Limited opportunities for students to apply learning to respond to community issues 
(students' social realities)
•Consistent use of teacher-led prompts to help students expand on previous learning
•Consistent opportunities to make home-school connections through visual artifacts such as 
maps, posters, photos, and self-portraits
Connections
•Prominent use of scaffolding to enhance comprehensibility
•Some amplification of student input via open-ended questioning (e.g., what do you think?)
•Some evidence of clarification of key terms with use of gestures and/or visuals
•Limited evidence of informal assessments to adjust instruction
Comprehensibility
•Limited evidence of student autonomy and choice
•Some evidence of teachers modifying/adapting instruction to improve enhance learning
•Predominant use of teacher-directed flexible grouping to meet individual and group 
learning needs
Interactions
Highest Mean: 
Interactions 
 
Lowest Mean: Rigorous & 
Relevant Curriculum 
 
Highest Growth: 
Interactions 
 
Post-program results were 
significantly higher for all 
OPAL© domains and all 18 
indicators 
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Part Three: SEAL Classroom Snapshots 
 
SEAL’s Professional Development Model is based on research-based, high-leverage practices for ELs.  The OPAL© 
tool was used to determine levels of implementation of practices as well as to collect anecdotal notes during 
the observation period. This section uses OPAL© data results to develop snapshots of classrooms where high 
levels of SEAL practices were observed. We define snapshots as a brief record of teaching and learning activities 
during the designated observation period. High levels of research-based practices using the OPAL© are reflected 
on a minimum score of 5 on a 6-point implementation scale. The snapshots represent teachers’ practices at the 
completion of the two-year long SEAL Professional Development program.  They are presented as follows, 
Snapshot 1: Increase in levels of implementation in all OPAL domains (Figure 7), and Snapshot 2: Greatest overall 
growth from the pre- to the post-observation (Figure 8).  
 
Snapshot 1: Increase in all OPAL© Domains 
What did pre-and post-classroom instruction look like for this teacher? 
 
Figure 7 presents results from a kindergarten teacher who increased in levels of implementation in all OPAL© 
domains between the pre- to post-program observation. 
 
 
Figure 7 
Increase in Levels of Implementation in all OPAL© Domains, Classroom Snapshot 1 (Kindergarten teacher) 
  
 
Pre-program Classroom Observation Snapshot - Kindergarten Teacher, Structured English Immersion (SEI) 
The day’s lesson is on the theme push and pull.  The teacher focuses on vocabulary development related to the 
theme while introducing key concepts.  Questioning is teacher directed and focused on the meaning of 
vocabulary words.  The use of some visuals provides support for student comprehension and writing.  There are 
limited materials and resources available for student use. Students are assigned to work in small group pods.  
Although a poster displays norms for collaborative conversations, the teacher directed lesson provides limited 
opportunities for students to engage in peer conversations around content discussion.  The classroom includes 
a reading center with some literature books (in English), alphabet activities, and a seating area. 
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Post-program Classroom Observation Snapshot - Kindergarten Teacher, Structured English Immersion (SEI)  
The lesson’s theme includes the essential question, “How do humans change the environment?”  It is reflective 
of the unit focus on living/non-living things and a second focus question is posted on the wall, “How can we help 
animals survive?” The classroom environment includes many resources, books, and chants related to the theme.  
Key words and phrases are highlighted within the chants.  The classroom features an exploration center where 
students are invited to make observations using academic language. They also use visual charts and sentence 
starters such as, “I observe… and I notice…” to note animal and plant parts.  A Venn diagram is used to compare 
and contrast land and pond snails. A narrative retell chart based on The Great Kapok Tree is available and 
includes pictures from the story; some of these are labeled. Students wear lab coats and simulate a lab 
environment while exploring different centers, reviewing high frequency words and using vocabulary in context.  
The teacher provides whole group instruction and divides students into groups to learn more about their 
assigned snail.  A poster displays norms for collaborative conversations, groups are named according to specific 
habitats, and a student leads a short activity to remind the class to focus on good choices and display good 
behavior.  The teacher facilitates small group work, asks questions to expand students’ thinking, and includes 
multiple opportunities for intentional use of academic language. 
 
Snapshot 2: Greatest Overall Growth 
What did pre-and post-classroom instruction look like for this teacher? 
 
Figure 8 presents results from a 2nd grade teacher who demonstrated the greatest overall growth in all OPAL© 
domains between the pre- to post-program observation. Her classroom was observed in fall 2016 and again in 
fall 2018 after two-year completion of the SEAL professional development program. This teacher increased one 
level or more in all four OPAL© domains. 
 
Figure 8 
Classroom Teacher with Greatest Overall Growth (2nd grade teacher) 
 
 
Pre-program Classroom Observation Snapshot – 2nd Grade Teacher, Structured English Immersion (SEI) 
Students are seated in rows facing forward for a whole group mathematics lesson on expanded form.  The 
classroom has a classroom library, computer center, and math center.  There are several bulletin boards that 
include student writing focused on their summer vacation, but no visible theme or topic that conveys an overall 
focus for student learning. Math posters remind students about math symbols and the use of transition words. 
Students join the teacher in a math chant while she uses gestures to review a previous lesson. Questioning is 
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teacher directed and student response opportunities are limited to repeating the teacher’s chant or use of hand 
movements (e.g. to show expanded form). The teacher asks one open-ended question, “How do we know?” but 
does not wait for student answers and answers the question herself. Students are asked to independently 
complete a series of worksheets and follow-up assignments based on the lesson.   
 
Post-program Classroom Observation Snapshot – 2nd Grade Teacher, Structured English Immersion (SEI) 
Students are continuing their geology unit on water erosion. They have already conducted a series of hands-on 
activities on the topic as indicated by rocks, moss, sticks, and fabric observed around the classroom as well.  
Student science journals contain evidence of student written and visual output to document their inquiry cycles 
as comprehension of content learning.  The teacher leads the whole class in a know/want to know activity as 
she records student responses on a T-chart. Classroom visuals—including rocks, journals, teacher-made charts 
on volcanic eruptions and earthquakes, help students recall what they already know about landforms while the 
teacher charts what they want to learn. Today they are working on finding solutions for water erosion.  The 
teacher asks students to get into groups, reviews the expectations for the activity, and reviews behavior 
standards. Collaborative group structures and expectations are evident as students participate in simulated play 
and share ideas on how to solve erosion problems using rocks, moss, sticks, fabric, and plant material to wrap 
around a hill of sand. The teacher rotates from group to group offering constructive feedback and support while 
intermittently charting vocabulary from the activity (e.g., fractions, cause and effect, water/wind erosion) for 
the students to reference.  
 
Part Four: Summary of Findings and Implications 
The findings delineated in this research and evaluation brief highlight pre-post classroom observations collected 
utilizing the OPAL© tool. The following presents general findings: 
 
Quantitative Results 
• Quantitative evidence from the OPAL© revealed statistically significant growth from pre- to post-
program classroom observations 
• The highest growth occurred in the Interactions domain 
• The highest post-classroom observation mean result was in the Interactions domain 
• Results indicate a large effect size in all four OPAL© domains and overall composite scores 
 
Qualitative Results 
• Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum – Teachers demonstrate frequent use of essential questions to set 
goals and expectations for student learning; visible use of thematic teaching; prominent access of 
materials, technology, and resources for learning; minimal use of transference from L1 to L2 
• Connections – While connections to previous learning and home-school connections are evident in some 
classrooms, overall there are limited opportunities for students to apply learning to respond to 
community issues   
• Comprehensibility – Teachers employ frequent use of scaffolding strategies to enhance 
comprehensibility.  This includes evidence of clarification of key terms through the use of gestures 
and/or visuals; however, there is limited evidence of use of informal assessments to provide feedback 
and adjust instruction 
• Interactions – Limited evidence of student autonomy and choice; teachers primarily lead interaction 
with some evidence of attempts at implementing collaborative structures and making modifications to 
enhance learning 
 
 
SEAL Research & Evaluation Brief 6:  Observed Changes in SEAL Classroom Practices 10 
Implications: Teacher Support and Professional Development 
• Identify strategies and practices that refine and expand teacher capacity to engage students in problem
solving and critical thinking activities
• Create opportunities for teachers to reflect on and incorporate cross-linguistic resources in the
classroom and leverage the use of primary language resources
• Explore additional ways to integrate community action and responsiveness to student’s local context in
instructional planning and delivery
• Expand opportunities for teachers to participate in professional learning focused on differentiation of
language development practices
This Brief is based on the 4-Year External Research and Evaluation Study 
conducted by the Center for Equity for English Learners at Loyola Marymount University 
and Wexford Institute for the Sobrato Family Foundation. 
http://www.wexford.org http://soe.lmu.edu/centers/ceel/ http://www.sobrato.com/SEAL 
Brief 6 Recommended Citation:  Lavadenz, M., Armas, E., & López, G. (2020). Observed changes in SEAL classroom 
practices. In Center for Equity for English Learners, Loyola Marymount University & Wexford Institute, Sobrato 
Early Academic Language (SEAL) Model: Final report of findings from a four-year study (Section 3, 
Brief 6). doi: https://doi.org/10.15365/ceel.seal2020
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Introduction to the SEAL Model and the 4-Year Research and Evaluation Effort 
 
The Sobrato Early Academic Language Model (SEAL) is a preschool through third grade model that powerfully 
develops students’ language, literacy and academic skills within the context of a whole-school initiative.  This 
intensive approach to language and literacy education is woven into all aspects of the school day where English 
Learners and native English students learn together.  The Model was first piloted in three schools in the Silicon 
Valley and an initial evaluation of the Model showed significant impact on student achievement, teacher 
practice, and parent literacy activities.  As a result of these pilot findings, SEAL developed a Replication Model, 
a comprehensive whole-school reform that is implemented systematically and includes teachers, coaches, 
principals, district leaders, and families.  
 
Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute conducted an 
external evaluation of the SEAL preschool through third grade Replication Model from fall 2015–fall 2019.  This 
comprehensive research and evaluation study addressed three broad areas: (1) Leader Perspectives and Depth 
of Implementation, (2) Teacher Development, and (3) Student Outcomes. Twelve districts and 67 schools across 
California participated.  This Research and Evaluation Final Report presents findings that will allow the SEAL 
team to institute its short- and long-term evaluation and research agenda based on the SEAL Logic Model and 
desired results for project management, decision-making, refinement, and expansion.   
 
The SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report is comprised of five sections presented in a series of briefs (see 
Figure 1) to maximize usability for multiple stakeholders. This brief is part of Section 3. 
 
Figure 1 
SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report Overview 
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Section 3, Brief 7 - Research Focus  
This research and evaluation brief presents findings from an investigation of SEAL Cohort 1 (Implementation Y1: 
2013-14–Y3:2015-16) classroom implementation.  Data were collected using the Observation Protocol for 
Academic Literacies (OPAL©)1 by program type —namely Bilingual/Dual Language (BIL) and Structured English 
Immersion (SEI) programs to identify differences between BIL versus SEI classroom practices. Part one presents 
a brief overview of the purpose, participants, and study methods.  Part two provides quantitative findings. Part 
three illuminates qualitative findings by OPAL© Domain to contextualize examples of classroom practices. The 
final section provides a summary of findings and implications. 
 
 
Part One: Study Methods and Participants 
 
Purpose  
The purpose of this study was to examine observed similarities or differences in instructional practices and 
classroom interactions for a subset of SEAL Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 1: 2013-14–Year 3: 2015-16) teachers 
in BIL and SEI classrooms upon completion of the SEAL professional development two-year cycle. A comparative 
analysis for Cohort 1 OPAL© observations provided insights on the differences in classroom instruction and 
interactions across both program types. 
 
Participants  
Study participants consisted of a subset of PreK–3rd grade classrooms from SEAL, Cohort 1. We obtained data 
from a convenience sample of 25 BIL classrooms, and a matched sample of 27 SEI classrooms. Given the study 
was conducted post-program, all participants had minimally (1) received at least two years of SEAL professional 
development and coaching support and (2) engaged in curriculum unit development sessions. BIL classrooms 
implement programs where primary language instruction (Spanish) is used to teach literacy and other content 
areas; teachers simultaneously provide Designated and Integrated English Language Development instruction 
for designated subject areas.  SEI classrooms are defined as programs where ELs are instructed in English in all 
content areas, with the opportunity for teachers to use primary language support to develop or clarify content 
knowledge. 
 
Research Design and Data Analysis 
This study employed a mixed-methods approach to address the research question shown above.  The use of the 
OPAL© tool (Appendix A and described in detail below) allowed for a standard measurement of instructional 
practices, including a quantitative analysis of instructional practice and qualitative description of what those 
practices looked like at the time of observations.  Combined data sets from the BIL (n=25) and SEI (n=27) 
classroom observations were disaggregated according to the OPAL© Domains, and Domain mean scores were 
calculated. OPAL© scores were disaggregated for BIL and SEI classrooms and descriptive statistics calculated. 
Content analytic procedures were used to analyze OPAL qualitative data in order to generate themes and 
patterns across classrooms (Hutchinson, 2001)2. 
                                                        
1 Lavadenz, M. & Armas, E. G. (2010, 2012). The observation protocol for academic literacies: Conceptual framework and validation report. Center for Equity for 
English Learners, Loyola Marymount University. 
2	Hutchinson, S. (2001). Education and grounded theory. In R. Sherman, & R. B. Webb. (Eds.), Qualitative research in education: Focus and methods. Routledge Falmer.	
Bilingual vs. SEI Program Model Research and Evaluation Research Question 
What differences exist, if any, between SEAL Cohort 1 Bilingual/Dual Language program and Structured 
English Immersion teacher practices after their participation in SEAL’s professional development? 
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Instrument - OPAL© Classroom Observation Tool and Procedures 
The Observation Protocol for Academic Literacies (OPAL©) is a validated classroom observation measure that 
consists of a standard framework allowing educators to make classroom observations on language and content 
area teaching based on four domains: (1) Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum, (2) Connections, (3) 
Comprehensibility, and (4) Interactions (see Figure 2).  The OPAL© is aligned to California and National Teaching 
Standards and examines teacher practices and classroom interactions from sociocultural and language 
acquisition perspectives. Using the OPAL© as a tool to document research-based EL instructional practices, a 
team of observers visited SEAL classrooms for approximately 20–30 minutes in spring 2016. Observers 
participate in a three-day training to ensure the reliability of scores.  Construct indicators are scored between a 
1 (low) and 6 (high) to demonstrate the level of implementation.  Observer anecdotes are recorded as evidence 
for scores. The OPAL© provides an opportunity to standardize EL-focused classroom implementation data, 
record levels of practice, and use anecdotal evidence to report on levels of practice.  The full OPAL© tool is found 
in Section 3 - Appendix A. For illustrative OPAL© observation classroom snapshots and more information about 
the alignment of the OPAL© tool to the SEAL Depth of Implementation Tool, see SEAL Research and Evaluation 
Brief 6:  Observed Changes in SEAL Classroom Practices. 
 
Figure 2 
OPAL© Domains, Definitions, and Description of Indicators 
OPAL© Domains Description of Indicators 
1.0 Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum 
A rigorous and relevant curriculum is cognitively 
complex, relevant, and challenging. It allows 
educators to value and capitalize on students' 
linguistic and cultural backgrounds. 
1.1 Emphasizes problem solving and critical thinking 
1.2 Provides access to materials, technology, and 
resources 
1.3 Establishes high expectations 
1.4 Organizes curriculum and teaching 
1.5 Provides access to content in primary language 
1.6 Facilitates transfer of skills from primary language 
2.0. Connections 
Bridging connections with students' prior 
knowledge is the ability to link content to 
students' lives, histories, and realities in order 
to create change. 
2.1 Relates instructional concepts to students' realities 
2.2 Helps students make connections 
2.3 Makes learning relevant and meaningful 
3.0 Comprehensibility 
Comprehensibility is the attainment of 
maximum student understanding in order to 
provide access to content for all students. 
3.1 Scaffolds instruction 
3.2 Amplifies student input 
3.3 Explains key terms 
3.4 Provides feedback and checks for comprehension 
3.5 Uses informal assessments 
4.0 Interactions 
Interactions are varied participation structures 
that facilitate access to the curriculum 
through maximum engagement and 
leadership opportunities. 
4.1 Facilitates student autonomy 
4.2 Modifies procedures to support learning 
4.3 Communicates subject matter knowledge 
4.4 Uses flexible groupings 
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Part Two: Quantitative Findings  
Data analyses revealed that BIL classrooms scored an overall mean of 3.8 (n=25) 
with a standard deviation of 0.82 compared to the overall mean for the SEI 
classrooms of 3.2 (n=27) with a standard deviation of 0.65. The BIL classrooms 
received higher overall means in all of the domains in comparison to the overall 
mean scores of the SEI classrooms. Significantly, the BIL classrooms received the 
highest overall mean for the Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum domain with a 
mean of 4.0 (n=25) and a standard deviation of 0.88, compared to the SEI 
classrooms that received a mean of 2.8 (n=27) and a standard deviation of 0.66 —
the domain with the lowest overall mean for this program type. For the SEI 
classrooms, their highest overall mean fell under the Interactions and 
Comprehensibility domains with an overall mean of 3.5 (n=27). In the same 
domains, the Bilingual/Dual Language classrooms received overall means of 3.9 
(n=25) and 3.8 (n=25), respectively.  Comparisons of overall means for BIL and SEI 
classrooms revealed statistical significance3 in two instances: OPAL© Composite 
Mean Scores, t (50) = 2.94, p= 0.005, and OPAL© Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum 
Domain, t (50) = 5.59, p< 0.0001. 
 
Table 1 provides descriptive statistics for each OPAL© Domain by program type.  See Appendix D for descriptive 
statistics by program type for all 18 OPAL© indicators.  
 
Table 1 
Descriptive Statistics for OPAL© Domains by Program Type, Cohort 1 
 Bilingual/Dual Language 
Classrooms 
Structured English Immersion 
Classrooms 
Domain N M SD N M SD 
Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum 25 4.0 0.88 27 2.8 0.66 
Connections 25 3.4 0.87 27 3.1 0.70 
Comprehensibility 25 3.8 0.93 27 3.5 0.71 
Interactions 25 3.9 0.76 27 3.5 0.82 
Overall OPAL© 
Composite Mean 25 3.8 0.82 27 3.2 0.65 
 
Part Three: Qualitative Findings  
The OPAL© tool allowed observers to capture anecdotal notes for all OPAL© domains and indicators. As part of 
the qualitative component of the mixed methods approach of the study, thematic analyses of the anecdotal 
notes collected by certified OPAL© observers were conducted in order to triangulate with the quantitative data. 
Qualitative data also provided insights about the evidence of teaching and learning practices across the 52 SEI 
and BIL classrooms. OPAL© anecdotal data were analyzed using inductive coding procedures4 by three 
reviewers.  
                                                        
3 Unpaired t-test analyses were conducted to compare the overall means of the BIL and SEI classrooms by domain level and for overall OPAL© composite mean. 
4 Thomas, D. R. (2006). A general inductive approach for analyzing qualitative evaluation data. American Journal of Evaluation, 27(2), 237-246. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098214005283748  
• Higher levels of 
implementation for 
BIL classrooms in all 
OPAL© domains 
• Statistically significant 
difference between 
overall BIL vs. SEI 
classroom 
implementation  
• Statistically 
significance 
difference between in 
the Rigorous and 
Relevant Curriculum 
domain between BIL 
vs. SEI classrooms 
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Patterns emerged through the analysis of the coding of the raw data for key findings of teaching and learning 
practices. See Figure 3 for a summary of qualitative findings.  
 
Figure 3 
Observed Qualitative Differences in SEAL BIL versus SEI Classroom Practices 
 
 
Part Four: Summary of Findings and Implications 
A comparison of the OPAL© observations by program type provided significant insights on levels of 
implementation of the SEAL model. Specifically, the observations revealed important patterns and trends about 
methods and strategies teachers in BIL and SEI programs use to support ELs. In particular, the observations 
provided insights into teachers’ implementation of rigorous and relevant curriculum for linguistically diverse 
populations. Such insights include the connections teachers make to content that is meaningful and related to 
the students’ communities, their use of effective strategies to help students understand the content, and their 
engagement and interaction with students to support learning.   
 
General findings: 
• Higher levels of implementation for BIL classrooms in all OPAL© domains 
• Statistically significant differences between overall BIL and SEI classroom implementation, and the 
Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum domain 
• Similarities between BIL and SEI Comprehensibility and Interactions classroom practices 
• Greater evidence of implementation in the areas of Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum and Connections 
in BIL vs. SEI classrooms 
 
RIGOROUS AND RELEVANT 
CURRICULUM
Similarities: Delivery of topic-focused 
curriculum with text-dependent questioning 
strategies. 
Differences: Bilingual/Dual Language 
classrooms afforded increased opportunities 
for enacting crosslinguistic resource sharing 
as compared to SEI classrooms. 
CONNECTIONS
Similarities: More emphasis on making 
connections to prior learning and individual 
experiences versus students' social realities 
(community issues).
Differences: More opportunities to make 
connections to previous learning across 
languages presented in BIL classrooms in 
comparison to SEI classrooms.
COMPREHENSIBILITY
Similar anecdotal notes recorded for both 
BIL and SEI classrooms.Teachers showed 
consistent use of various SEAL strategies to 
scaffold instruction; formative assessment 
practices with prompts for extending 
students’ language output were limited. 
INTERACTIONS
Similar anecdotal notes recorded for both 
BIL and SEI classrooms. Interactions were 
primarily teacher directed with partner work 
as predominant form of group work. 
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Implications: Teacher Support and Professional Development 
The following implications for teacher support and professional development are based on the qualitative and 
quantitative findings from this study: 
• Create opportunities for SEI teachers to reflect on and incorporate cross-linguistic resources in the
classroom and leverage the use of primary language resources
• Expand opportunities for SEI teachers to participate in professional development focused on helping
students make connections between subject matter concepts and previous learning and students’ life
experiences and community
• Expand opportunities for both BIL and SEI teachers to extend student language and increase use of
informal assessment to adjust instruction while teaching
• Expand professional development opportunities for both BIL and SEI teachers to incorporate varied
classroom participation structures that maximize engagement and leadership opportunities so that
instruction is not exclusively teacher lead
This Brief is based on the 4-Year External Research and Evaluation Study 
conducted by the Center for Equity for English Learners at Loyola Marymount University 
and Wexford Institute for the Sobrato Family Foundation. 
http://www.wexford.org   http://soe.lmu.edu/centers/ceel/ http://www.sobrato.com/SEAL 
Brief 7 Recommended Citation:  Lavadenz, M., & Armas, E. (2020). Observed differences in SEAL bilingual versus structured 
English immersion classroom practices. In Center for Equity for English Learners, Loyola Marymount University & 
Wexford Institute, Sobrato Early Academic Language (SEAL) Model: Final report of findings from a four-year study (Section 3, 
Brief 7). doi: https://doi.org/10.15365/ceel.seal2020
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SEAL Research & Evaluation Brief 8: SEAL Teachers’ Perceived Knowledge and Skill   1 
Introduction to the SEAL Model and the 4-Year Research and Evaluation Effort 
The Sobrato Early Academic Language Model (SEAL) is a preschool through third grade model that powerfully 
develops students’ language, literacy and academic skills within the context of a whole-school initiative.  This 
intensive approach to language and literacy education is woven into all aspects of the school day where English 
Learners and native English students learn together.  The Model was first piloted in three schools in the Silicon 
Valley and an initial evaluation of the Model showed significant impact on student achievement, teacher 
practice, and parent literacy activities.  As a result of these pilot findings, SEAL developed a Replication Model, 
a comprehensive whole-school reform that is implemented systematically and includes teachers, coaches, 
principals, district leaders, and families.   
 
Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute conducted an 
external evaluation of the SEAL preschool through third grade Replication Model from fall 2015–fall 2019.   This 
comprehensive research and evaluation study addressed three broad areas: (1) Leader Perspectives and Depth 
of Implementation, (2) Teacher Development, and (3) Student Outcomes. Twelve districts and 67 schools across 
California participated.  This Research and Evaluation Final Report presents findings that will allow the SEAL 
team to institute its short- and long-term evaluation and research agenda based on the SEAL Logic Model and 
desired results for project management, decision-making, refinement, and expansion.   
 
The SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report is comprised of five sections presented in a series of briefs (see 
Figure 1) to maximize usability for multiple stakeholders. This brief is part of Section 3. 
 
Figure 1 
SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report Overview 
 
 
 
Section 3, Brief 8 - Research Focus and Purpose 
This research and evaluation brief reports on SEAL teachers’ perceived changes in knowledge and skills to teach 
culturally and linguistically diverse students after participation in the SEAL model professional learning cycle. 
Brief 8 presents aggregate findings from the SEAL Teacher Retrospective Pre-post Survey administered in spring 
2016, 2017, and 2018.  Part one provides an overview of the methods, participants, and instrument. Part two 
presents findings on teachers’ participation in the SEAL program. Part three provides results on SEAL teachers’  
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perceptions of pre- and post-program implementation.  Part four highlights findings that emerged from 
responses to open-ended teacher survey questions, and the final section provides a summary of findings and 
implications. 
 
Part One: Study Methods and Participants 
 
Participants 
SEAL PreK–3rd teachers who had completed their second year of SEAL professional development were asked to 
participate in a survey.  A total of 490 surveys were collected over the three survey administration periods 
(spring 2016, 2017, and 2018) across twelve SEAL districts and 67 schools.   
 
Instrument - Teacher Survey 
The LMU CEEL research team developed the SEAL Teacher Retrospective Pre-Post Survey (Section 3 - Appendix 
E). It consists of three sections designed to collect information on: (1) demographics (14 items), (2) teachers’ 
perceived knowledge and skills in implementing the SEAL Model’s research-based practices (13 items) and 
teachers’ perceived use of instructional practices aligned to OPAL© domains (32 items), and (3) reflections on 
instructional approaches and coaching (10 items).  Additionally, several open response items invite teachers to 
share specific practices and techniques they use to maximize learning for ELs.   However, not all participants 
responded to all survey items. 
 
Research Design and Data Analysis 
Use of the SEAL Teacher Retrospective Pre-Post Survey allowed for a mixed-methods approach to address the 
research question above. Descriptive statistics were calculated for teacher demographic information and for 
Likert-scale items related to SEAL teachers’ perceived levels of knowledge and skills.  The research team used 
content analytic procedures1 to analyze open-ended responses. This approach provided insights on levels of 
implementation of research-based practices and classroom interactions for ELs.  
 
Who are the SEAL teacher survey respondents? 
The SEAL teachers who responded to the survey represented all twelve SEAL districts, and the majority were 
female and self-identified as White. One quarter of them have been teaching between 16–10 years and more 
than one-third had been teaching at their school site for less than five years at the time they completed the 
survey. Almost 25% of teacher respondents indicated they hold a Bilingual Authorization (BCLAD/BCC) while 
67% hold English Learner Authorization (CLAD or other).  Figure 2 displays the number of surveys collected by 
District. Figures 3–5 provide pertinent information about teacher demographics. For additional demographics 
of SEAL Teacher survey respondents including additional authorization held and highest degree obtained, see 
Section 3 - Appendix F. 
 
 
                                                        
1 Hutchinson, S. (2001).  Education and grounded theory.  In R. Sherman, & R.B. Webb. (Eds.). Qualitative research in education.  Focus and methods. Routledge Falmer. 
Teacher Development and Implementation Research and Evaluation Question 
What are teachers’ perceptions of their knowledge and skills in teaching culturally and linguistically 
diverse students? 
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Figure 2 
Number of Survey Respondents by District (N=490) 
 
Note. SEAL records for number of classrooms by cohort, by district were used to calculate total possible respondents. Two respondents 
didn’t indicate district affiliation.	
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Gender (N=490)                   Race/Ethnicity (N=490) 
       
 
57
26 25
40
31
37
137
144
75
57
80
31
16
22
3
43
12
18
48
128
47
78
46
28
0
20
40
60
80
100
120
140
160
Berryessa
Union
School
District
Evergreen
School
District
Fillmore
School
District
Franklin
Mckinley
School
District
Gilroy
Unified
School
District
Milpitas
Unified
School
District
Mountain
View
School
District
Oak
Grove
School
District
Redwood
City
School
District
San
Lorenzo
School
District
San Rafael
City
School
District
Santa
Clara
District
Possible Survey Respondents Surveys Collected
5%
95%
Male Female
50%
28%
12%
8%
1%
0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
White Hispanic or
Latino
Asian More than
One Race
Black or
African
American
SEAL Research & Evaluation Brief 8: SEAL Teachers’ Perceived Knowledge and Skills  4 
Figure 5 
Teaching Experience and Years at School Site (N=490) 
 
 
 
Part Two: Participation in SEAL Professional Learning  
This section presents findings on teacher self-reported levels of participation in SEAL professional learning 
sessions, including (1) module trainings (six total), (2) summer bridge, and (3) curriculum planning/unit 
development days (UDDs). 
 
What was the level of participation of SEAL teachers? 
Figure 6 indicates teachers’ attendance at SEAL professional development sessions.  Figure 7 shows the number 
of curriculum planning/UDDs per year. 
 
Figure 6 
SEAL Professional Development Sessions (N=490) 
 
 
 
 
 
14%
18%
15%
27%
13% 13%
35%
21%
17% 18%
4% 5%
0%
5%
10%
15%
20%
25%
30%
35%
40%
Less than 5 6 - 10 11 - 15 16 - 20 21 - 25 26+
Teaching Experience Years at School Site
95% 95% 95% 93% 92% 94%
67%
82%
0%
20%
40%
60%
80%
100%
Module 1 Module 2 Module 3 Module 4 Module 5 Module 6 Summer
Bridge
Curriculum
Planning/UDD
One-quarter of SEAL teachers 
have been teaching between 
16–20 years. 
 
More than one-third of SEAL 
teachers have been at their 
school site for less than 5 years. 
 
 
Over 90% of 
respondents 
attended all 
modules. 
 
Of participants who 
provided 
information on their 
participation in 
curriculum 
planning/  
UDDs, over half 
participated in 4–6 
UDD sessions per 
year. 
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Figure 7 
Curriculum Planning/Unit Development Sessions Attended Yearly (n=316) 
 
 
 
Part Three: Teacher Perceptions Before and After Program Participation 
This section presents findings on teacher perceptions of their knowledge and level of SEAL model 
implementation before and after participating in the SEAL professional learning community.   
 
What are teachers’ perceived growth after participating in the SEAL program? 
Figure 8 displays teachers’ self-rating of their overall level of implementation of SEAL strategies and approaches 
before and after participating in the SEAL professional learning community. Fewer teachers self-identified as 
“non-users” or “novice” and more teachers identified as “intermediate” or “advanced-users” after participating 
in the SEAL professional learning community. 
 
Figure 8 
Teachers’ Self-rating of Overall Level of Implementation of SEAL Strategies and Approaches 
Before and After (N=448) 
 
 
Post-program results were statistically significant for all items related to teachers’ perceived knowledge (13 
items) and perceived use of practices aligned with OPAL© domains (32 items) (significance level = p < .001; See 
Section 3 – Appendix F, Tables F4–F9).  
 
Figure 9 presents the survey items with the highest growth out of 13 items (43–69 percentage points) in 
teachers’ perceived knowledge before and after participating in the SEAL program.  
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Figure 9 
Teachers’ Perceived Knowledge & Understanding Before & After Participation* – Highest Growth (N=448) 
 
*p < .001.  
 
Figure 10 presents the survey items with the lowest growth out of 13 items (33–42 percentage points) in 
teachers’ perceived knowledge before and after participating in the SEAL program.   
 
Figure 10 
Teachers’ Perceived Knowledge & Understanding Before & After Participation* – Lowest Growth (N=448) 
 
*p < .001.  
 
Figure 11 presents the survey items with highest levels of implementation out of 32 items aligned with the 
Observation Protocol for Academic Literacies (OPAL©) domains2  before and after participating in the SEAL 
program. 
  
                                                        
2 Lavadenz, M. & Armas, E. G. (2010, 2012). The observation protocol for academic literacies: Conceptual framework and validation report. Center for Equity for 
English Learners, Loyola Marymount University.  The OPAL© is a validated classroom observation measure that consists of a standard framework based on four EL 
research-based domains: (1) Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum, (2) Connections, (3) Comprehensibility; and (4) Interactions. See SEAL Classroom Observation 
Research & Evaluation Brief 6 for more information. 
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Figure 11 
Levels of Implementation Aligned with OPAL© Domains1 Before and After (N=403) 
 
 
For a full list of teachers’ perceived knowledge and implementation of instructional practices before and after 
participation in the SEAL professional learning communities, see Section 3 - Appendix F, Tables F4–F9.  
 
 
Part Four: Teacher Efficacy & Impact of Professional Development 
As part of the SEAL Teacher Survey, teachers were asked to respond to eight open-ended questions focused on 
three major areas: (1) EL instructional practices/strategies used for differentiation, interactions/grouping, 
connections, and comprehensibility; (2) impact of SEAL professional learning experience; and (3) perspectives 
on SEAL coaching support.  Key findings from the analysis of teachers’ responses elucidated multiple facets of 
teacher efficacy. Teacher efficacy, a belief or perception of how ones’ resources and strategies can influence 
student behavioral and instructional outcomes, can be an important variable in predicting the success and 
degree to which teachers (individually and collectively) implement instructional innovation.  When teachers 
have a high sense of teacher efficacy, they are more positive about teaching and more confident about their 
capacity as educators3.   
 
Finding 1 highlights how participating in the SEAL program helped teachers utilize a variety of grouping practices 
and differentiated instruction to improve learning.  
 
  
                                                        
3 Derrington, M.L., & Angelle, P.S. (2013). Teacher leadership and collective efficacy: Connections and links. International Journal of Teacher Leadership, 4(1), 1-13. 
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Finding 1. SEAL Teachers Increased Use of Grouping Practices and Differentiated Instruction 
Differentiated grouping informed by student needs 
“Students’ table groups are structured so that there are students with high, medium, and low achievement 
levels. Then I flexibly group students homogeneously or heterogeneously depending on the purpose of the 
lesson, and the need of the students.”  
“It depends on the task. Sometimes the groups are heterogeneous and sometimes they are homogeneous. I 
think about what I'm looking for the kids to do and decide which is more appropriate.” 
Differentiated strategies and assessments to support student learning 
“I differentiate instruction for ELs using different strategies that the students will understand. I also change 
the activity level for students.” 
“I either change the product, process, learning tools, or thinking skills to differentiate instruction. This might 
mean having students choose their final product, such as writing, art, or a diorama. It might mean some 
students using computers, while others use books for research. I make cloze writing assignments for my 
newcomers to practice high academic language successfully.” 
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Finding 2 illuminates examples of how teachers have utilized SEAL Model research-based/high leverage 
practices and strategies to make connections for learners, increase comprehensibility, and enrich the classroom 
environment. 
Finding 2. SEAL Strategies Help Students Make Connections and Improve Lesson Comprehension 
Student-centered curriculum/Awareness of student progress 
“Hand motions, partner shares, defining challenging words in context with synonyms. I also walk around the 
room, have students indicate with thumbs up/down how they are feeling about the information. If I can't 
prove that the students are getting it, I try another way of teaching.” 
“Five-exchange conversations with ELs help me learn more about the students’ daily lives, which in turn give 
me ideas on what to include in lessons so that my EL students can make connections.” 
“I get to know about my students' lives through student interviews and five question exchanges.  I connect 
content to things that I know they've experienced and enjoy.  I also clarify or show examples of experiences 
that they haven't had through realia and videos.” 
Family/Community connections 
“Helping them bridge the connections to events they might be familiar with. For example, when teaching the 
word event as part of a language function, we discussed that an event is something that happens, like a 
Quinceañera or a wedding. My ELs immediately started talking about other events.” 
“Inviting students’ culture into the classroom and activating their background knowledge are the two most 
important factors…We often invite students’ family members for presentations, show-and-tell, story-telling, 
food tasting, etc.” 
Engaging activities and artifacts 
“Since going through SEAL training, I have set up a dedicated area in my classroom that is known as the 
"research center."  Here students can use materials for dramatic play to help make connections to content. 
There are many engaging materials there that allow for lots of low-pressure oral exchanges between 
students, while still promoting the use of target vocabulary both orally and in writing.  My students look 
forward to going to this area every day.”	
“Provide real life pictures and realia to help connect to the content. Reflect on prior knowledge at the start of 
each unit. Read books that go along with content in real world situations.” 
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Finding 3 presents examples of how participating in SEAL professional learning impacted teachers and their 
approach to teaching and learning for ELs.   
Finding 3. SEAL Professional Development Enhances Individual Teacher Efficacy 
Enthusiasm/Joy for teaching 
“SEAL has given me license to allow exploration, artistic expression, noise, and embrace the style of teaching 
that came naturally to me.” 
“Since being involved in the SEAL program, I have found new joy in teaching. I have been challenged and felt 
success at the same time. Developing units with grade level colleagues from around my school district has 
been a great way to collaborate with teachers from different backgrounds and perspectives that add new 
light to areas that I wouldn't have been as excited about otherwise. I love teaching the integrated units in 
class. I have had multiple students and parents comment about the energy and engagement they see in me 
that reflects in the other students in class. My students are excited about our units and I have seen significant 
growth in academic ability throughout all areas.” 
Student engagement 
“I love that we are teaching English Language Arts through science and social studies, which used to be an 
afterthought that we kind of threw in when we could.  I see the importance of listening to my ELD students 
and creating lessons based on what they need at the moment for what we are working on in SEAL.  I enjoy 
the parent involvement through family homework and Gallery Walks.  I also enjoy the increased group work.” 
“My teaching used to be very worksheet based but the SEAL planner and planning days have helped me teach 
towards the standards using more engaging activities.  By presenting much of the same topics in various 
ways it helps support learners in their most favored modalities of learning.” 
“I enjoy teaching the SEAL strategies and I feel that the students are more engaged with their learning.  They 
are excited about learning new things.” 
SEAL Research & Evaluation Brief 8: SEAL Teachers’ Perceived Knowledge and Skills 11 
Finding 4 includes examples of responsive coaching activities and teachers’ expressed long-term needs to 
incorporate and refine SEAL strategies in their teaching practice.  
Finding 4.  SEAL Coaching Support Increases Collective Teacher Efficacy 
Part Five: Summary of Findings and Implications 
The findings provided in this research and evaluation brief highlight teachers’ participation in the SEAL Model 
and their professional growth. The following presents general findings from the SEAL Teacher Retrospective Pre-
Post Survey. 
Teacher Knowledge and Growth 
• Most teachers feel they are at an intermediate or advanced level in implementing the SEAL Model and
practices.
• There was statistically significant growth in teachers’ perceived knowledge and levels of implementation
on all indicators. The areas of highest growth aligned to the OPAL© classroom observation measure
included:
Demonstrations, observations, and feedback 
“[The] coach 2 years ago would model lessons, also watch me teach and then debrief; what was really 
helpful was that we would meet after school every couple of weeks and she would ask what I needed help 
with, then we'd go from there. It was fluid and the support would look different as my skills and needs 
changed. She had set times per week to be in the room with me, but her role would change according to 
my needs as a teacher.” 
“All of the coaching activities were a huge help. Having lessons demonstrated also getting feedback on my 
lessons. I was walking into a new grade level and with no materials being handed down to me. Having the 
help prepping materials made it possible time-wise to be prepared for SEAL & made me want to plan more 
lessons.” 
“One of the benefits of this whole SEAL experience is the many opportunities we've had to talk with our 
peers at others schools and share ideas-what worked, what didn’t and ideas for improvement.” 
Unit development and material preparation 
“I would like to continue our unit development days with other teachers in our district. It would be helpful if 
the seasoned SEAL educators can guide us and help us deepen our knowledge of SEAL strategies for English 
Learners.” 
“Having someone prep and acquire materials is a huge plus, but having someone so readily available to 
ask questions, and demonstrate a new strategy has been so welcomed.” 
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o Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum: Developing and using Enduring Understanding and Essential
Questions to guide instruction;
o Connections: Creating activities that engage children with their families in connection with the
thematic content; and
o Comprehensibility: Teaching complex, high-level language vocabulary and discourse —including
a focus on language functions related to academic content.
Improved Teacher Efficacy 
• Teachers report increased levels of confidence in using flexible grouping and differentiating instruction
to improve student learning.
• Teachers feel they are better prepared to make home-school connections.
• Teachers are more enthusiastic in their teaching and report an increase in student engagement.
Implications 
The following are recommendations to support teacher knowledge and skills: 
• Expand opportunities for teachers to participate in collaborative observation sessions where instruction
is modeled,
• Provide more time and support for unit planning, including opportunities for on-going review and
refinement of thematic, integrated units,
• Continue providing opportunities and support for coaches to demonstrate/model SEAL practices,
• Provide consistent and intentional opportunities for focused observation by coaches and instructional
leaders, inclusive of feedback sessions to support teachers in the implementation of SEAL practices, and
• Identify school-wide and SEAL-wide practices and areas of support to move teachers from an
intermediate level to advanced/expert level of implementation.
This Brief is based on the 4-Year External Research and Evaluation Study. 
Conducted by the Center for Equity for English Learners at Loyola Marymount University 
and Wexford Institute for the Sobrato Family Foundation. 
http://www.wexford.org http://soe.lmu.edu/centers/ceel/ http://www.sobrato.com/SEAL 
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Section 3 - Appendix A 
Observation Protocol for Academic Literacies (OPAL©) 
 
The OPAL
©
 is a validated classroom observation measure that consists of a standard framework allowing educators to make classroom observations 
on language and content area teaching based on four domains: (1) Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum, (2) Connections, (3) Comprehensibility, and 
(4) Interactions.  The OPAL
©
 is aligned to California and National Teaching Standards and examines teacher practices and classroom interactions 
from sociocultural and language acquisition perspectives. Observers participate in a three-day training to ensure the reliability of scores.  Construct 
indicators are scored between a 1 (low) and 6 (high) to document the level of implementation.  Observer anecdotes are recorded as evidence for 
scores. 
 
S3. Appendix A 
Observation Protocol for Academic Literacies (OPAL
©
) 
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Section 3 - Appendix B 
Descriptive Statistics for Observed Changes in SEAL Classroom Practices Study  
 
Table B1 presents pre-post classroom observation results categorized by the four OPAL
©
 domains for 
grades PreK–3rd (n=59). A paired-sample t-test statistic was conducted to determine pre- and post-mean 
differences. Results of t-tests show that pre-post mean scores were statistically significant for all domains, 
overall composite score, and all indicators. Cohort 3 was selected because at the time of the study, it was 
the only cohort for which both pre- and post- data could be collected. Cohort 3 schools began SEAL 
implementation in 2015-16 and completed their SEAL Model professional development cycles for PK–3rd 
grade teachers in 2017-18. 
 
S3. Table B1 
Pre-Post Classroom Observation Results by OPAL
©
 Domains and Indicators, Cohort 3 PK–3rd Grade 
 Pre-Program Data 
PreK–3rd Grade, Cohort 3 
Post-Program Data 
PreK–3rd Grade, Cohort 3 
OPAL
©
 Domain N M Min Max SD N M
a
 Min Max SD 
RIGOROUS & RELEVANT CURRICULUM        
Overall Domain Mean 59 2.19 1 5 0.53 59 3.02*** 2 6 0.79 
1.1 Problem Solving 59 2.76 1 4 0.88 59 3.68*** 2 5 1.15 
1.2 Access to materials 59 2.75 1 5 0.88 59 3.76*** 2 6 1.25 
1.3 Organize teaching 59 2.80 1 5 0.92 59 4.20*** 2 6 0.96 
1.4 High expectations 59 2.78 1 5 1.05 59 3.75*** 1 6 1.25 
1.5 Access to L1 59 1.08 1 4 0.47 59 1.31** 1 5 0.88 
1.6 Transfer of skills 59 1.00 1 1 0.00 59 1.42*** 1 5 0.95 
CONNECTIONS           
Overall Domain Mean 59 2.46 1 5 0.72 59 3.50*** 1 5 0.95 
2.1 Students’ realities 59 2.19 1 4 0.88 59 3.41*** 1 5 1.15 
2.2 Subject connections 59 2.69 1 4 0.88 59 3.63*** 1 5 1.07 
2.3 Life connections 59 2.49 1 5 0.99 59 3.46*** 1 5 0.97 
COMPREHENSIBILITY           
Overall Domain Mean 59 2.73 1 5 0.73 59 3.64*** 1 5 1.00 
3.1 Scaffold instruction 59 3.02 1 5 0.88 59 4.05*** 1 5 0.99 
3.2 Amplify input 59 2.59 1 4 0.93 59 3.58*** 1 5 1.22 
3.3 Explain terms 59 2.93 1 5 0.83 59 3.80*** 1 5 1.10 
3.4 Feedback 59 2.71 1 4 0.98 59 3.44*** 1 5 1.09 
3.5 Informal Assess 59 2.41 1 4 0.93 59 3.34*** 1 5 1.09 
INTERACTIONS           
Overall Domain Mean 59 2.63 1 5 0.69 59 3.69*** 1 5 1.11 
4.1 Student autonomy 59 2.58 1 4 0.89 59 3.61*** 1 5 1.29 
4.2 Modify procedures 59 2.36 1 4 0.85 59 3.36*** 1 5 1.20 
4.3 Subject knowledge 59 2.90 1 5 1.03 59 4.03*** 1 5 1.02 
4.4 Flexible grouping 59 2.68 1 4 0.88 59 3.76*** 1 5 1.21 
OPAL
©
 COMPOSITE MEANS          
 59 2.48 1 5 0.59 59 3.44*** 1 6 0.89 
Note. The OPAL© utilizes a six-point Likert-type scale to record instruction for academic literacies. The OPAL© rating scale reports cluster 
scores as: 1–2 (Low); 3–4 (Medium); and 5–6 (High). 
a 
A paired-sample t-test was conducted. The analysis includes the pre- and post-OPAL
©
 classroom observation scores for 59 
participants. 
** p < .01. ***p < .001.   
 
To determine if the statistical significance for the entire cohort held true for grade-level spans, a paired-
sample t-test statistic was calculated for PreK–1st grade classrooms in Cohort 3 (n=35). Additionally, this 
analysis provided the SEAL Research and Evaluation Advisory an opportunity to compare PreK–1st grade 
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and 2
nd–3rd grade span results (see Table B3 below). Table B2 presents pre-post results categorized by the 
four OPAL
©
 domains.  Results of t-tests show that pre-post mean scores were statistically significant for all 
domains, overall composite score, and for 14 out of 18 indicators. 
S3. Table B2 
Descriptive Statistics Across OPAL
©
 Indicators, Cohort 3 PreK–1st Grade 
Pre-Program Data 
PreK–1st Grade, Cohort 3, Fall 2015 
Post-Program Data 
PreK–1st Grade, Cohort 3, Fall 2017 
OPAL
©
 Domain n M Min Max SD n M
a
 Min Max SD 
RIGOROUS & RELEVANT CURRICULUM 
Overall Domain Mean 35 2.31 1 3 0.52 35 2.90
***
 2 5 0.82 
1.1 Problem Solving 35 2.89 1 4 0.80 35 3.60
**
 2 5 1.19 
1.2 Access to materials 35 2.97 1 5 0.95 35 3.43 2 6 1.33 
1.3 Organize teaching 35 2.91 1 5 0.98 35 4.09
***
 2 6 0.95 
1.4 High expectations 35 2.94 1 5 1.11 35 3.54
*
 1 6 1.36 
1.5 Access to L1 35 1.14 1 4 0.60 35 1.31 1 5 0.90 
1.6 Transfer of skills 35 1.00 1 1 0.00 35 1.43
*
 1 5 0.98 
CONNECTIONS 
Overall Domain Mean 35 2.63 1 4 0.74 35 3.38
***
 1 5 0.98 
2.1 Students’ realities 35 2.26 1 4 0.98 35 3.29*** 1 5 1.23 
2.2 Subject connections 35 2.94 1 4 0.84 35 3.46
**
 1 5 1.12 
2.3 Life connections 35 2.69 1 5 1.13 35 3.40
**
 1 5 1.01 
COMPREHENSIBILITY 
Overall Domain Mean 35 2.93 1 4 0.74 35 3.33
*
 1 5 0.99 
3.1 Scaffold instruction 35 3.29 1 5 0.86 35 3.83
**
 1 5 1.01 
3.2 Amplify input 35 2.77 1 4 1.00 35 3.29
*
 1 5 1.23 
3.3 Explain terms 35 3.17 1 5 0.82 35 3.43 1 5 1.07 
3.4 Feedback 35 2.94 1 4 1.00 35 3.11 1 5 1.08 
3.5 Informal Assess 35 2.46 1 4 0.98 35 3.03
*
 1 5 1.18 
INTERACTIONS 
Overall Domain Mean 35 2.74 1 4 0.75 35 3.42
***
 1 5 1.14 
4.1 Student autonomy 35 2.66 1 5 0.94 35 3.34
**
 1 5 1.35 
4.2 Modify procedures 35 2.37 1 4 0.97 35 3.06
**
 1 5 1.21 
4.3 Subject knowledge 35 3.06 1 5 1.21 35 3.80
**
 1 5 1.11 
4.4 Flexible grouping 35 2.86 1 4 0.94 35 3.49
*
 1 5 1.17 
OPAL
©
 COMPOSITE MEANS 
35 2.65 1 4 0.59 35 3.26
***
 1 5 0.89 
Note. The OPAL© utilizes a six-point Likert-type scale to record instruction for academic literacies. The OPAL© rating scale reports cluster 
scores as: 1–2 (Low); 3–4 (Medium); and 5–6 (High). 
a A paired-sample t-test was conducted. The analysis includes the pre- and post- OPAL
©
 classroom observation scores for 35 
participants. 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table B3 presents pre-post results categorized by the four OPAL
©
 domains for grades 2
nd–3rd (n=24).  
Results of t-tests show that pre-post mean scores were statistically significant for all domains, overall 
composite score, and 16 out of 18 indicators. 
 
S3. Table B3 
Descriptive Statistics Across OPAL
©
 Indicators, Cohort 3 2
nd–3rd Grade 
 Pre-Program Data 
2
nd–3rd Grade, Cohort 3, Fall 2016 
Post-Program Data 
2
nd–3rd Grade, Cohort 3, Fall 2018 
OPAL
©
 Domain n M Min Max SD n M
a
 Min Max SD 
RIGOROUS & RELEVANT CURRICULUM        
Overall Domain Mean 24 2.03 1 4 0.51 24 3.19*** 2 6 0.73 
1.1 Problem Solving 24 2.58 1 4 0.97 24 3.79*** 2 5 1.10 
1.2 Access to materials 24 2.42 1 4 0.65 24 4.25*** 2 5 0.94 
1.3 Organize teaching 24 2.63 1 4 0.82 24 4.38*** 2 6 0.97 
1.4 High expectations 24 2.54 1 4 0.93 24 4.04*** 2 5 1.04 
1.5 Access to L1 24 1.00 1 1 0.00 24 1.29 1 4 0.86 
1.6 Transfer of skills 24 1.00 1 1 0.00 24 1.42 1 4 0.93 
CONNECTIONS           
Overall Domain Mean 24 2.21 1 4 0.63 24 3.67*** 2 5 0.88 
2.1 Students’ realities 24 2.08 1 4 0.72 24 3.58*** 2 5 1.02 
2.2 Subject connections 24 2.33 1 3 0.82 24 3.88*** 2 5 0.95 
2.3 Life connections 24 2.21 1 4 0.66 24 3.54*** 2 5 0.93 
COMPREHENSIBILITY           
Overall Domain Mean 24 2.45 1 4 0.62 24 4.08*** 2 5 0.86 
3.1 Scaffold instruction 24 2.63 1 4 0.77 24 4.38*** 2 5 0.88 
3.2 Amplify input 24 2.33 1 4 0.76 24 4.00*** 2 5 1.10 
3.3 Explain terms 24 2.58 1 4 0.72 24 4.33*** 2 5 0.92 
3.4 Feedback 24 2.38 1 4 0.88 24 3.92*** 2 5 0.93 
3.5 Informal Assess 24 2.33 1 4 0.87 24 3.79*** 2 5 0.78 
INTERACTIONS           
Overall Domain Mean 24 2.47 1 4 0.58 24 4.08*** 2 5 0.96 
4.1 Student autonomy 24 2.46 1 4 0.83 24 4.00*** 2 5 1.10 
4.2 Modify procedures 24 2.33 1 4 0.64 24 3.79*** 2 5 1.06 
4.3 Subject knowledge 24 2.67 1 4 0.64 24 4.38*** 2 5 0.77 
4.4 Flexible grouping 24 2.42 1 4 0.72 24 4.17*** 2 5 1.17 
OPAL
©
 COMPOSITE MEANS          
 24 2.27 1 4 0.53 24 3.76*** 2 5 0.81 
Note. The OPAL© utilizes a six-point Likert-type scale to record instruction for academic literacies. The OPAL© rating scale reports cluster 
scores as: 1–2 (Low); 3–4 (Medium); and 5–6 (High). 
a A paired-sample t-test was conducted. The analysis includes the pre- and post- OPAL
©
 classroom observation scores for 24 
participants. 
***p < .001.   
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Section 3 - Appendix C 
Effect Size from Observed Changes in SEAL Classroom Practices Study 
 
Results of t-tests from Section 3 - Appendix B indicated that observed pre-to-post SEAL Model 
implementation differences were statistically significant and not due simply to chance. To further 
determine the effectiveness of the SEAL Model, the effect size was calculated for matched teacher data. 
Effect size was calculated only for the full sample (59 PreK–3rd grade classrooms), rather than by grade-
spans (PK–1st grade or 2–3rd grade) because the sample size for the latter was too small. Effect size was 
calculated for each domain and the overall composite score. Results indicate large effect sizes for three 
domains and moderate for one domain; results are shown in Table C1. The overall (composite) effect size 
for the matched teacher sample across the 59 pre- and post-observations also indicated a large effect size 
(Cohen’s d = 0.95).  
 
S3. Table C1 
Effect Size, Cohort 3 PK–3rd Grade 
OPAL
© 
Domain  Cohen’s Da 
RIGOROUS & RELEVANT CURRICULUM 0.91 
CONNECTIONS 0.93 
COMPREHENSIBILITY 0.76 
INTERACTIONS 0.90 
OPAL
©
 COMPOSITE MEANS 0.95 
a Cohen’s D = Mean (post) - Mean (pre)/SDpooled; where SDpooled =√((SD12 + SD22) ⁄ 2); d=0.2 is a small effect size, d=0.5 is a moderate effect 
size, and d=0.8 is a large effect size. 
 
Cohen’s D1 was selected as the most appropriate measure of effect size over other measures (e.g., 
Glass’s delta and Hedges’g) because the standard deviations and sample size of the pre- and post- groups 
were identical. The pooled standard deviations used to calculate Cohen’s D are found in Table C2.   
 
S3. Table C2 
Pooled Standard Deviations for Effect Size Calculation 
OPAL
© 
Domain  SDpooled
a
 
RIGOROUS & RELEVANT CURRICULUM .904 
CONNECTIONS 1.119 
COMPREHENSIBILITY 1.189 
INTERACTIONS 1.183 
OPAL
©
 COMPOSITE MEANS 1.000 
a
SDpooled =√((SD12 + SD22) ⁄ 2) 
 
The large effect size could be influenced, in part, by a combination of a small sample size, the constrained 
scaled nature of the OPAL
©
, or other program or teacher factors. Slavin & Smith (2008)
2
 found that 
program evaluation studies where the sample size is less than 250 tend to report large effect sizes for 
reasons that include “super realization bias”—where program developers and staff are able to monitor 
the quality of implementation, provide additional assistance, or create unrealistic conditions that could 
not be replicated on a large scale.  In this case, the SEAL training models are by their very nature intense 
and closely prescriptive to increase the potential of consistency in delivery of professional learning and 
 
1
 An online calculator for Cohen’s D is found at: https://www.socscistatistics.com/effectsize/default3.aspx 
2
 Slavin, R. E. & Smith, D. (2008, March 3–4). Effects of sample size on effect size in systematic reviews in education [Paper presentation]. Society for Research on 
Effective Education Annual Meeting, Crystal City, VA, United States. 
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replication elements.  Although a large-scale SEAL Model implementation and study may not yet be 
obtainable, it is probable that large-scale implementation would yield a high level of fidelity to the SEAL 
Model and pedagogy—again, by the very nature of SEAL training as well as the focus and depth of the 
OPAL
©
 ratings. 
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Section 3 - Appendix D 
Descriptive Statistics for Observed Differences in SEAL Bilingual (BIL) v. Structured English 
Immersion (SEI) Classroom Practices 
 
Table D1 below displays descriptive statistics for OPAL
©
 domains by indicator and by program type.  
Aggregate data reveals that overall means for BIL classrooms fell in the medium point range on the OPAL
©
 
rating scale, ranging from 3.2–4.4. However, for SEI classrooms, the overall means ranged from 1.4–3.8, and 
fell in the low to medium range on the OPAL
©
 rating scale. The SEI classrooms received the lowest overall 
means with 1.4 for indicators 1.5 and 1.6 of Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum. In contrast, the BIL classrooms 
scored the highest overall means for indicator 4.3 with a mean of 4.4 under Interactions, and indicator 3.1 
with a mean of 4.3 under Comprehensibility. Further, results of a paired sample t-test show that differences 
were statistically significant for one of four domains (Rigorous & Relevant Curriculum) as well as for the 
overall composite score. 
 
S3. Appendix D 
Descriptive Statistics for OPAL
©
 Indicators by Program Type (BIL vs. SEI), Cohort 1 
 Bilingual/Dual Language 
Classrooms Structured English Immersion Classrooms 
OPAL
© 
Domain n M Min Max SD n M Min Max SD 
RIGOROUS & RELEVANT CURRICULUM
 ***      
Overall Domain Mean 25 4.0 3 5 0.88 27 2.8 2 4 0.66 
1.1 Problem Solving 25 3.8 2 5 1.04 27 3.5 2 5 0.89 
1.2 Access to materials 25 3.8 2 5 1.09 27 3.3 1 5 1.26 
1.3 Organize teaching 25 4.2 2 5 0.90 27 3.7 1 5 0.90 
1.4 High expectations 25 4.0 2 6 1.21 27 3.7 2 5 0.83 
1.5 Access to L1 25 4.3 1 5 0.95 27 1.4 1 5 0.97 
1.6 Transfer of skills 25 3.8 1 5 1.15 27 1.4 1 4 0.79 
CONNECTIONS      
Overall Domain Mean 25 3.4 2 5 0.87 27 3.1 2 5 0.70 
2.1 Students’ realities 25 3.2 1 5 1.11 27 2.8 1 4 1.01 
2.2 Subject connections 25 3.7 1 6 1.14 27 3.6 2 5 0.75 
2.3 Life connections 25 3.4 1 5 1.04 27 3.1 1 6 1.09 
COMPREHENSIBILITY      
Overall Domain Mean 25 3.8 2 5 0.93 27 3.5 2 5 0.71 
3.1 Scaffold Instruction 25 4.3 3 5 0.85 27 3.8 1 5 0.88 
3.2 Amplify Input 25 3.6 1 6 1.41 27 3.4 1 5 1.01 
3.3 Explain terms 25 4.0 1 5 1.14 27 3.6 2 5 0.97 
3.4 Feedback 25 3.6 1 5 1.04 27 3.4 2 5 0.79 
3.5 Informal Assess 25 3.4 1 5 1.19 27 3.2 1 5 1.00 
INTERACTIONS      
Overall Domain Mean 25 3.9 3 6 0.76 27 3.5 2 5 0.82 
4.1 Student autonomy 25 3.8 2 6 1.04 27 3.5 2 5 0.85 
4.2 Modify procedures 25 3.4 1 5 1.08 27 3.2 2 5 0.93 
4.3 Subject knowledge 25 4.4 4 6 0.58 27 3.8 3 5 0.79 
4.4 Flexible grouping 25 3.9 3 5 0.76 27 3.6 2 5 1.05 
OVERALL OPAL
©
 COMPOSITE MEAN *      
 52 3.5 2 5 0.79      
*** Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum – Overall Domain Mean comparison between BIL (M=4.0, SD=0.88) and SEI (M=2.8, SD=0.66) 
classrooms showed a statistically significant difference; t (50) = 5.59, p< 0.0001. 
* OPAL© Composite Mean comparison between BIL and SEI classrooms showed a statistically significant difference for the BIL 
classrooms (M=3.8, SD=0.82) and the SEI classrooms (M=3.2; SD=0.65); t (50) = 2.94, p = 0.005. 
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Section 3 - Appendix E 
SEAL Teacher Retrospective Pre-Post Survey 
 
The LMU-CEEL Research and Evaluation Team developed the SEAL Teacher Retrospective Pre-Post Survey to 
gather information on teachers’ perceived knowledge and skills in implementing the SEAL Model’s research-
based practices for instructing English Learners. SEAL teachers who completed at least two years of SEAL 
Professional Development were invited to participate in the survey. The survey consists of the following 
categories: 
 
• Part I. Demographic Information (14 questions) 
• Part IIA. Perceived Impact of SEAL Professional Development Sessions on Knowledge and Understanding 
(3 questions, 13 items) 
• Part IIB. Perceived Impact on Instructional Delivery of English Learner Research-Based Practices (5 
questions, 32 items) 
• Part IIIA. Open Ended Responses – Reflection on Instructional Approaches (6 questions) 
• Part IIIB.  In-Class Support, Coaching (4 questions) 
 
 
S3. Appendix E 
SEAL Teacher Retrospective Pre-Post Survey 
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S3. Appendix E (cont’d) 
SEAL Teacher Retrospective Pre-Post Survey  
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S3. Appendix E (cont’d) 
SEAL Teacher Retrospective Pre-Post Survey  
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S3. Appendix E (cont’d) 
SEAL Teacher Retrospective Pre-Post Survey  
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Section 3 - Appendix F 
Additional Teacher Data from the SEAL Teacher Retrospective Pre-Post Survey 
 
The SEAL Teacher Retrospective Pre-Post Survey (Section 3 - Appendix E) was administered in spring 2016, 2017, 
2018 to teachers who had completed their second year of SEAL professional development. Tables F1–F3 below 
exhibit additional demographics self-reported by teachers who completed the survey. Tables F4–F9 exhibit 
teachers’ perceived knowledge and implementation before and after their participation in the two-year SEAL 
Model professional learning cycle as noted below.  Results of t-tests of survey items related to teachers’ 
perceived knowledge and levels of implementation indicated that growth was significant for all 45 items 
(significance level = p < .001).   
 
• S3. Table F4 – Knowledge and understanding 
• S3. Table F5 – Use of instructional practices aligned to OPAL© Domain 1 
• S3. Table F6 – Use of instructional practices aligned to OPAL© Domain 2 
• S3. Table F7 – Use of instructional practices aligned to OPAL© Domain 3 
• S3. Table F8 – Use of instructional practices aligned to OPAL© Domain 4 
• S3. Table F9 – Classroom Environment 
 
S3. Table F1  
Additional Authorization Held  
Type of Authorization n  %  
BCC/BCLAD/Bilingual Authorization  125  24%  
CLAD/English Learner Authorization  343  67%  
Other (please specify)  45  9%  
Total 513  100%  
 
 
S3. Table F2 
Highest Degree Obtained  
Type of Degree Held n  %  
Associate of Science or Associate of Arts  11  2%  
Bachelor of Science or Bachelor of Arts  273  56%  
Master's  203  41%  
Doctorate  3  1%  
Total  490  100%  
 
 
S3. Table F3 
Instructional Program for English Learners  
Program Type n  %  
Structured English Immersion  114  23%  
Bilingual  47  10%  
Dual Language  18  4%  
Mainstream  256  52%  
Need more information  55  11%  
Total  490  100%  
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S3. Table F4 
Teachers' Perceived Knowledge and Understanding Before and After Participation in the SEAL Professional Learning Community (N=448)  
   Before After 
Items 
Strongly 
Disagree/ 
Disagree  
 n (%)  
Neither 
Disagree nor 
Agree  
n (%)  
Strongly 
Agree/ 
Agree   
n (%)  
M 
Strongly 
Disagree/ 
Disagree   
n (%)  
Neither 
Disagree nor 
Agree  
n (%)  
Strongly 
Agree/ 
Agree   
n (%)  
M
a
 
I use SEAL strategies throughout the day, across the curriculum.  213  
(48%)  
127  
(28%)  
102  
(23%)  
2.61 10  
(2%)  
16  
(6%)  
413  
(92%)  
4.57*** 
The thematic content from my instructional units is incorporated throughout 
the school day.  
161  
(36%)  
87  
(19%)  
199  
(45%)  
3.11 17  
(4%)  
29  
(7%)  
400  
(89%)  
4.43*** 
I know how to incorporate (or build) home-school connections in my 
classroom and curriculum.  
114  
(25%)  
99  
(22%)  
230  
(51%)  
3.36 6  
(1%)  
13  
(3%)  
420  
(94%)  
4.55*** 
I feel comfortable in designing standards-based, integrated/ interdisciplinary 
units that address content and language development.  
117  
(26%)  
105  
(23%)  
222  
(50%)  
3.29 10  
(2%)  
21  
5%)  
416  
(93%)  
4.44*** 
Time dedicated for English Language Development is designed in preparation 
for and in response to the academic content taught across the school day.  
132  
(30%)  
104  
(23%)  
208  
(46%)  
3.21 16  
(4%)  
31  
(7%)  
394  
(88%)  
4.32*** 
I have the materials, tools, and assessment information to differentiate 
instruction according to students' language proficiency levels and needs.  
129  
(29%)  
117  
(26%)  
201  
(45%)  
3.19 26  
(6%)  
33  
(7%)  
388  
(87(%)  
4.23*** 
I am knowledgeable about the 2012 English Language Development 
Standards or Foundations.  
113  
(25%)  
101  
(23%)  
232  
(52%)  
3.33 11  
(3%  
31  
(7%)  
405  
(90%)  
4.29*** 
I am knowledgeable about research on effectiveness of biliteracy programs 
for English Learners.  
115  
(26%)  
126  
(28%)  
199  
(41%)  
3.27 27  
(6%)  
59  
(13%)  
355  
(79%)  
4.11*** 
I know how to teach English taking into consideration students' home 
language with a focus on contrastive analysis, cognates, and language 
separation.  
111  
(25%)  
114  
(25%)  
215  
(48%)  
3.33 19  
(4%)  
54  
(12%)  
365  
(81%)  
4.17*** 
I know how to include oral language as a foundational component of my 
instructional practice for English Learners.  
69  
(15%)  
81  
(18%)  
297  
(66%)  
3.65 4  
(1%  
7  
(2%)  
436  
(97%)  
4.16*** 
I am knowledgeable about SECOND language development practices.  76  
(17%)  
101  
(23%)  
266  
(59%)  
3.55 15  
(3%)  
36  
(8%)  
388  
(87%)  
4.29*** 
I know how to differentiate instruction according to students' language 
proficiency levels and needs.  
61  
14%)  
95  
(21%)  
287  
(64%)  
3.64 8  
(2%)  
30  
(9%)  
405  
(90%)  
4.38*** 
I am knowledgeable about language development practices.  52  
(12%)  
88  
(20%)  
305  
(68%)  
3.73 7  
(2%  
24  
(5%)  
412  
(92%)  
4.44*** 
 
a
 A paired-sample t-test was conducted of pre-post response means. 
*** p < .001. 
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S3. Table F5  
Teachers’ Perceived Use of Instructional Practices Aligned to OPAL© Domain 1: Rigorous and Relevant Curriculum, Before and After Participation in 
the SEAL Professional Learning Community (N= 403)  
   Before After  
Items 
Rarely/ 
Never  
n (%)  
Sometimes  
n (%)  
Always/ 
Often  
n (%)  
M 
Rarely/ 
Never  
n (%)  
Sometimes  
n (%)  
Always/ 
Often  
n (%)  
M
a
 
I develop and use Enduring Understandings and Essential Questions to guide 
my instruction.  
154  
(38%) 
133  
(33%) 
110  
(27%) 
2.76 4  
(1%) 
26  
(7%) 
370  
(92%) 
4.39*** 
I organize curriculum and teaching for understanding of instructional themes 
or topics.  
37  
(9%)  
158  
(39%)  
207  
(41%)  
3.52 2  
(0%)  
5  
(1%)  
395  
(98%)  
4.51*** 
I engage students in problem solving and critical thinking.  13  
(3%)  
180  
(45%)  
210  
(52%)  
3.58 1  
(0%)  
19  
(5%)  
383  
(95%)  
4.20*** 
I create opportunities for students to demonstrate their knowledge and 
thinking - both orally and in writing.  
19  
(5%)  
121  
(30%)  
263  
(65%)  
3.82 2  
(0%)  
13  
(3%)  
388  
(96%)  
4.47*** 
I provide access to content and materials in students' home language.  135  
34%)  
137  
(34%)  
128  
(32%)  
3.04 52  
(13%)  
115  
(29%)  
229  
(57%)  
3.64*** 
I provide student access to materials and resources to promote learning.  6  
(2%)  
98  
(24%)  
298  
(74%)  
3.92 0  
(0%)  
10  
(3%)  
393  
(98%)  
4.48*** 
I provide opportunities for students to use their home language in addition 
to English, and include support for transferring skills between the two 
languages.  
108  
(27%)  
127  
(32%)  
165  
(41%)  
3.27 46  
(11%)  
96  
(24%)  
257  
(64%)  
3.80*** 
I establish high expectations for learning (grade-level or above).  6  
(2%)  
49  
(12%)  
348  
(86%)  
4.32 0  
(0%)  
6  
(2%)  
397  
(99%)  
4.65*** 
 a A paired-sample t-test was conducted of pre-post response means. 
*** p < .001. 
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S3. Table F6  
Teachers’ Perceived Use of Instructional Practices Aligned to OPAL© Domain 2: Connections, Before and After Participation in the SEAL Professional 
Learning Community (N= 403) 
Before After 
Items 
Rarely/ 
Never 
n (%) 
Sometimes 
n (%) 
Always/ 
Often 
n (%) 
M 
Rarely/ 
Never 
n (%) 
Sometimes 
n (%) 
Always/ 
Often 
n (%) 
M
a
 
I create activities that engage children with their families in connection with 
the thematic content I am teaching.  
96 
(24%) 
175 
(43%) 
130 
(32%) 
3.13 4 
(1%) 
54 
(13%) 
345 
(86%) 
4.22*** 
I make connections to and incorporate community issues and social conditions 
of the students' community in my teaching.  
70 
(17%) 
182 
(45%) 
145 
(36%) 
3.25 5 
(1%) 
81 
(20%) 
311 
(77%) 
4.02*** 
I help students make connections between subject matter concepts and 
previous learning.  
12 
(3%) 
103 
(26%) 
288 
(72%) 
3.90 0 
(0%) 
18 
(5%) 
385 
(96%) 
4.42*** 
I help build on students' life experiences and interests to make the content 
relevant and meaningful to them.  
11 
(3%) 
91 
(23%) 
301 
(75%) 
3.95 1 
(0%) 
15 
(4%) 
387 
(96%) 
4.46*** 
a
 A paired-sample t-test was conducted of pre-post response means. 
*** p < .001. 
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S3. Table F7 
Teachers’ Perceived Use of Instructional Practices Aligned to OPAL© Domain 3: Comprehensibility, Before and After Participation in the SEAL 
Professional Learning Community (N= 403) 
Items 
Before After 
Rarely/ 
Never 
Sometimes Always/ 
Often 
M 
Rarely/ 
Never 
Sometimes 
Always/ 
Often M
a
 
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 
I teach complex, high-level language vocabulary and discourse - including a 
focus on language functions related to academic content.  
55 
(14%) 
196 
(49%) 
151 
(38%) 
3.32 1 
(0%) 
14 
(4%) 
387 
(96%) 
4.45*** 
I amplify student input (e.g. graphic organizers, sketches, photos, realia).  41 
(10%) 
169 
(42%) 
192 
(48%) 
3.49 0 
(0%) 
9 
(2%) 
393 
(98%) 
4.57*** 
I model the complex and academic language I want students to hear and use.  24 
(6%) 
138 
(34%) 
241 
(60%) 
3.72 0 
(0%) 
4 
(1%) 
399 
(99%) 
4.56*** 
I create opportunities for students to demonstrate their knowledge and 
thinking - both orally and in writing.   
16 
(4%) 
126 
(31%) 
260 
(65%) 
3.77 0 
(0%) 
8 
(2%) 
395 
(98%) 
4.49*** 
I explain key terms, clarify idiomatic expressions, use gestures and/or visuals.  15 
(4%) 
123 
(31%) 
265 
(66%) 
3.82 0 
(0%) 
10 
(3%) 
393 
(98%) 
4.54*** 
I use strategies to scaffold student comprehension.  8 
(2%) 
110 
(27%) 
285 
(71%) 
3.89 0 
(0%) 
11 
(3%) 
392 
(97%) 
4.43*** 
I provide frequent feedback and check for comprehension.  11 
(3%) 
103 
(26%) 
289 
(72%) 
3.92 0 
(0%) 
12 
(3%) 
391 
(97%) 
4.43*** 
I use informal assessments of student learning to adjust instruction while 
teaching.   
16 
(4%) 
98 
(24%) 
289 
(72%) 
3.96 3 
(1%) 
19 
(5%) 
381 
(95%) 
4.40*** 
a
 A paired-sample t-test was conducted of pre-post response means. 
*** p < .001. 
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S3. Table F8 
Teachers’ Perceived Use of Instructional Practices Aligned to OPAL© Domain 4: Interactions, Before and After Participation in the SEAL 
Professional Learning Community (N= 403) 
Before After 
Items 
Rarely/ 
Never 
Sometimes 
Always/ 
Often M 
Rarely/ 
Never 
Sometimes 
Always/ 
Often M
a
 
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 
I regularly structure oral interaction activities. 30 
(7%) 
168 
(42%) 
204 
(51%) 
3.54 1 
(0%) 
13 
(3%) 
388 
(96%) 
4.46*** 
I structure and engage students in small group activities to build teamwork 
and collaborate skills.  
49 
(12%) 
142 
(35%) 
212 
(53%) 
3.56 2 
(0%) 
28 
(7%) 
373 
(93%) 
4.38*** 
I facilitate student autonomy and choice.  30 
(7%) 
173 
(43%) 
200 
(50%) 
3.50 1 
(0%) 
41 
10%) 
361 
(90%) 
4.17*** 
I use flexible groupings. 15 
(4%) 
114 
(28%) 
272 
(68%) 
3.91 1 
(0%) 
26 
(7%) 
374 
(93%) 
4.40*** 
I effectively communicate subject matter knowledge in the language of 
instruction.  
14 
(4%) 
115 
(29%) 
264 
(66%) 
3.83 1 
(0%) 
18 
(5%) 
374 
(93%) 
4.38*** 
I make decisions about modifying procedures and rules to support student 
learning.  
11 
(3%) 
110 
(27%) 
279 
(69%) 
3.88 1 
(0%) 
20 
(5%) 
361 
(90%) 
4.35*** 
a
 A paired-sample t-test was conducted of pre-post response means. 
*** p < .001. 
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S3. Table F9 
Teachers’ Perceived Classroom Environment, Before and After Participation in the SEAL Professional Learning Community (N= 403) 
Before After 
Items 
Rarely/ 
Never 
Sometimes 
Always/ 
Often M 
Rarely/ 
Never 
Sometimes 
Always/ 
Often M
a
 
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) 
I create an environment that supports hands-on, inquiry-based centers and 
dramatic play linked to the thematic unit.  
79 
(20%) 
178 
(44%) 
146 
(36%) 
3.27 6 
(2%) 
46 
(11%) 
349 
(87%) 
4.28*** 
My classroom environment reflects and affirms my students' cultural and 
linguistic diversity.  
29 
(7%) 
155 
(39%) 
219 
(54%) 
3.63 4 
(1%) 
52 
(13%) 
347 
(86%) 
4.21*** 
My students are consistently engaged and participate actively.  3 
(1%) 
134 
(33%) 
266 
(66%) 
3.78 0 
(0%) 
18 
(5%) 
385 
(96%) 
4.37*** 
I provide content-rich, print-rich, and affirming environments for my 
students.  
11 
(3%) 
109 
(27%) 
283 
(70%) 
3.91 0 
(0%) 
8 
(2%) 
395 
(98%) 
4.64*** 
I regularly provide opportunities for joyful learning.  12 
(3%) 
114 
(28%) 
276 
(69%) 
3.88 0 
(0%) 
18 
(5%) 
384 
(95%) 
4.41*** 
I facilitate a positive classroom community that develops students' social skills 
and provides emotional stability.  
9 
(2) 
60 
(15%) 
333 
(83%) 
4.19 0 
(0%) 
7 
(2%) 
396 
(98%) 
4.59*** 
 
a
 A paired-sample t-test was conducted of pre-post response means. 
*** p < .001. 
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Section 4 Executive Summary:  Student Outcomes Studies   1 
As part of the four-year research and evaluation effort conducted by Loyola Marymount University’s Center for 
Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute, Wexford conducted four studies to determine the 
outcomes and growth of English Learners (EL) enrolled in schools participating in the implementation of the 
Sobrato Early Academic Language (SEAL) Model from 2015–2019.  
Overall findings for each of the student outcomes studies reveal: 
Ø Study 1 – SEAL Students’ English Language Development and Academic Outcomes (Brief 9):
English Learners (ELs) and reclassified (RFEP) students in SEAL schools made comparable or better progress 
than other ELs and RFEPs in the state,  despite SEAL schools having higher levels of poverty than the California 
rate overall. 
• SEAL English Learners (EL) in this study in grades 2, 3 and 4 ELs performed comparably or better than
California ELs in developing English proficiency. 
• The overwhelming majority of SEAL ELs at grades 3 and 4  scored at the two highest levels of proficiency on
the annual EL assessment or were reclassified as fluent English proficient (RFEP), steps toward preventing 
them from becoming long-term English Learners (LTEL), and 
• By grade 4, on academic assessments of English language arts and math, SEAL RFEPs scored higher than the
combined group of English Only (EO) and  Initially Fluent English Proficient (IFEP) students in SEAL schools, 
and better than California RFEPs. 
Ø Study 2 – Comparison of English Language Development and Academic Outcomes of SEAL Students in
Bilingual versus Structured English Immersion Programs (Brief 10): 
SEAL ELs in bilingual programs progressed at a greater rate than SEAL ELs in structured English immersion. 
• By grade 4, English Learners in bilingual /dual language (BIL) programs progressed at a greater rate than ELs
in Structured English Immersion (SEI) programs, even though at kindergarten SEAL ELs in bilingual programs 
performed at  significantly lower English proficiency levels than those in SEI programs. 
Ø Study 3 – Comparison of Spanish Language Development Outcomes of SEAL Students in Bilingual and
Structured English Immersion Programs (Brief 11): 
Almost all  SEAL ELs in BIL programs maintained or developed their proficiency in Spanish, while SEAL ELs in 
SEI programs did not. 
• Spanish-speaking ELs in grades 2, 3 and 4 BIL programs scored significantly above SEI students, and
continued to maintain or develop their Spanish language proficiency, while those in SEI suffered language 
loss in Spanish. 
Ø Study 4 – SEAL Students’ PreK and TK Spanish and English Language Development Outcomes (Brief 12):
Spanish-speaking SEAL PreK and TK children significantly improved Spanish and English Language Skills. 
• PreK and TK children in SEEAL classrooms showed growth in oral language fluency and pre-literacy in both
English and Spanish with significant differences in almost all areas, from annual pre and post assessment. 
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Introduction to Student Outcomes and Growth Studies 
In 2017, the California State Board of Education unanimously approved a new policy for English learners, the 
California English Learner Roadmap: Educational Programs and Services for English Learners.   Its vision is:   
“English learners fully and meaningfully access and participate in a twenty-first century education from early 
childhood through grade twelve that results in their attaining high levels of English proficiency, mastery of grade 
level standards, and opportunities to develop proficiency in multiple languages”1.  To that end it is critical for 
schools to:  provide evidence-based programs; measure student outcomes in learning English, academic 
achievement, and development of their home language;  and, take steps to improve those outcomes.   
Research over the years has emerged to support this vision, and was described in a study in 2018 by the National 
Academies of Sciences2.  The study came to four conclusions especially relevant to student outcomes:  
1. Related to bilingualism, scientific evidence points to a universal, capacity to learn two languages as easily
as one, and that there is evidence of cognitive advantages, such as the ability to plan, regulate behavior,
and think flexibly, for children and adults who are competent in two languages.  Syntheses of studies
comparing outcomes for ELs in English-only programs with outcomes of ELs instructed bilingually,
showed either no difference in outcomes measured in English or that ELs in bilingual programs
outperform ELs instructed only in English.
2. It can take from 5 to 7 years for students to learn the English necessary for participation in a school’s
curriculum without further linguistic support. Students may need help with English in upper elementary
and middle school grades in acquiring proficiency in the academic uses of English.
3. To conduct an accurate assessment of the developmental status and instructional needs of dual language
learners (DLL) in PreK and ELs, their skills should be examined in both English and their home language.
4. DLLs and ELs LLs/ELs are less likely than their non-DLL/EL peers to be referred to early intervention and
early special education programs, with potentially serious consequences, for needs such as autism
spectrum disorder and language impairment.
Research Focus 
Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute conducted 
an external evaluation of the Sobrato Early Academic Language (SEAL) PreK–Grade 3 Replication Model from 
fall 2015–fall 2019. This research and evaluation study focused on (1) Teacher Development, (2) Student 
Outcomes, and (3) Leader Perspectives and Depth of Implementation.  The research briefs in Section 4 report 
on findings from four student outcomes studies conducted by Wexford Institute that investigate the outcomes 
and growth of (1) student oral language and literacy in English with simultaneous primary language 
support or primary language instruction for bilingual/dual language program students,  (2) student 
achievement in content areas in English and mathematics, and (3)  bilingual/dual language program student 
outcomes in development of their hone language.  
Studies 1 and 2 focused on student outcomes and growth in English language development and academic 
outcomes in English language arts and mathematics.  The study sample was comprised of three groups of 
students (n = 5,175) who were in BIL and SEI programs, and who began in SEAL classrooms in Kindergarten in 
2014-15, 2015-16 and 2016-17, and continued through 2018-19.  Outcomes were measured using the CELDT 
and ELPAC, California’s statewide English language proficiency assessments (for grades K-4), and the CASSPP-
1 California English Learner Roadmap: Strengthening Comprehensive Educational Policies, Programs, and Practices for English Learners (CA EL Roadmap) (2018). 
 California Department of Education (CDE), Sacramento, California.   
2 National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. (2017). Promoting the Educational Success of Children and Youth Learning English: Promising Futures. 
  Washington, DC: The National Academies Press.   https://doi.org/10.17226/24677. 
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SBAC, California’s statewide English language arts and mathematics assessments (for grades 3 and 4). Study 3 
focused on Spanish language development of ELs with a home language of Spanish. It was comprised of a sample 
of three groups of students in BIL and SEI programs (n = 117).   Students began in SEAL classrooms in grades K 
and 1 in 2015-16 and K in 2016-17, and continued in SEAL classrooms until 2018-19. Outcomes were measured 
using the LAS Links© Español.  Study 4 focused on Spanish and English language development of dual language 
learners in SEAL Pre-Kindergarten (PreK) and Transitional Kindergarten (TK) classroom (n = 139).  This was a one-
time study, with pre and post assessment in the same year, using the preLAS© assessment.  
The evaluation team, in consultation with the SEAL Leadership team3, developed a logic model that visibly ties 
all program goals to seven program components and desired short- and long-term outcomes. The research 
briefs in this section are aligned with student outcomes related to Components 1 through 5 of the SEAL Logic 
Model. (See Section 1 - Narrative)  The SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI)4 tool is reflective of the SEAL Logic 
Model components and was developed as part of this research and evaluation effort. Additionally, the DOI Tool 
is reflective of EL research-based practices.  The Student Outcomes Studies are connected to t all of the DOI 
Areas, since all influence Ever-EL outcomes. See Figure 1 for an overview of that alignment.  
Figure 1 
Student Outcomes Studies and Alignment to the SEAL DOI Tool 
Note. SEAL DOI Focus Areas: (1) Leadership, (2) Professional Learning, (3) Curriculum, (4) Instruction, (5) Environment, and (6) Family Partnerships. 
Figure 1 shows the alignment to three SEAL DOI focus areas related to the student outcomes studies. 
Overview of the Research Briefs 
The four research and evaluation briefs that follow present quantitative findings on the English and Spanish 
language development and academic outcomes of SEAL students enrolled in SEAL schools implementing the 
SEAL Model between 2015—2019. While each study has a research brief of its own, this executive summary 
highlights key findings from each.  
 
3 The SEAL Leadership Team was comprised of the SEAL Founding Director, Executive Director, Director of Programs and Partnerships, Director of Innovation and 
Strategy, Director of Trainings, and Director of Research and Evaluation. 
4 The SEAL DOI tool was developed to capture data on the levels of implementation of the SEAL Model and can be used at the project, district, and site level. The tool 
is comprised of six focus areas that are measured on a four-point scale ranging from “No Implementation” to “Sustainable Implementation.”  
Student Outcomes Briefs:
Study 1 - SEAL Students' English Language Development 
and Academic Outcomes (Brief 9)
Study 2 - Comparison of English Language Development 
and Academic Outcomes of SEAL Students in Bilingual 
versus Structured English Immersion Programs (Brief 10)
Study 3 - Spanish Language Development 
Outcomes of SEAL Students in Bilingual and Structured 
English Immersion Programs (Brief 11)
Study 4 - SEAL Students' PreK and TK Spanish 
and English Language Development Outcomes (Brief 12)
Leadership
(DOI Area 1)
Professional Learning
(DOI Area 2)
Curriculum
(DOI Area 3)
Instruction
(DOI Area 4)
Environment
(DOI Area 5)
Family Partnerhsips 
(DOI Area 6)
SEAL 
Depth of 
Implementation (DOI) 
Alignment
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Section 4 – Student Outcomes Study #1: 
SEAL Students’ English Language Development and Academic Outcomes (Brief 9) 
Student Outcomes Study 1, SEAL Students’ English Language Development and Academic Outcomes (Brief 9) 
was designed to answer the following research question: What are the 2018-19 outcomes in English language 
development, English language arts and mathematics of SEAL students, who began K in 2014-15, 2015-16 and 
2016-17 and have remained in a SEAL school in the same district?  Student scores for state English language 
proficiency assessments (CELDT, ELPAC) and English language arts and mathematics performance assessments 
(CASSPP-SBAC) were analyzed for three sample groups. Student records from eleven SEAL Districts were 
collected to evaluate the student outcomes of students taught by SEAL teachers from 2014-15 through 2018-
19. The student data is longitudinally matched for these students as they began Kindergarten in SEAL classrooms
and continued in SEAL schools through their final grade.  These students have been in SEAL classrooms with
teachers who may have completed up to 83% or 100% of SEAL professional development over a two-year period.
Figure 2 provides an overview of key findings.
Figure 2 
SEAL English Language Development and Academic Outcomes 
For more information about this study and a more detailed description of findings, read the Student Outcomes 
Study 1: SEAL Students’ English Language Development and Academic Outcomes (Brief 9). 
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Section 4 – Student Outcomes Study #2: 
Comparison of English Language Development and Academic Outcomes of SEAL 
Students in Bilingual versus Structured English Immersion Programs (Brief 10) 
The Comparison of English Language Development and Academic Outcomes of SEAL Students in Bilingual (BIL) 
versus Structured English Immersion (SEI) Programs study (Brief 10) was designed to answer the following 
research question: What is the difference, if any, between students in Structured English Immersion and 
Bilingual (including bilingual and dual-language) programs in the sample groups identified in Student 
Outcomes Study 1 (Brief 9)?  Student assessment scores for state English language proficiency (CELDT, ELPAC) 
and state English language arts and mathematics performance (CASSPP-SBAC) were analyzed for three sample 
groups of students, representative of eleven SEAL districts and 65 SEAL schools, who had matched scores from 
pre- and post-assessment.  Student scores were disaggregated by program of instruction to determine English 
Language Development, English language arts and mathematics outcomes for each student sample group. 
Figure 3 displays key findings for this study. 
Figure 3 
English Language Development and Academic Outcomes of SEAL Students in BIL versus SEI Programs 
For more information about this study and a more detailed description of findings, read the Student Outcomes 
Study 2: Comparison of English Language Development and Academic Outcomes of SEAL Students in Bilingual 
versus Structured English Immersion Programs (Brief 10). 
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Section 4 – Student Outcomes Study #3: 
Comparison of Spanish Language Development Outcomes of SEAL Students in Bilingual 
and Structured English Immersion Programs (Brief 11) 
The Spanish Language Development Outcomes of SEAL Ever-EL Students in Bilingual (BIL) and Sheltered English 
Instruction Programs (SEI) (Brief 11) was designed to answer the following research question: What is the 
difference, if any, in growth in Spanish language development for students in bilingual compared to 
structured English Immersion programs, based on the pre and post assessment for three sample groups with 
annual data from 2016-2019? Students were assessed annually on the LAS Links© Español from 2016 to 2019. 
Data were analyzed for three matched sample groups of students from  four SEAL districts and six SEAL schools. 
Student scores were disaggregated by program of instruction (BIL and SEI) to determine Spanish Language 
Development outcomes for each student sample group.  Overall, Spanish-speaking  ELs in grades 2, 3 and 4 BIL 
programs scored significantly above SEI students, and continued to maintain or develop their Spanish language 
proficiency, while those in SEI suffered language loss in Spanish.   Key findings are highlighted in Figure 4 below. 
Figure 4 
Differences in Spanish Language Development between SEAL Ever-EL Students in BIL and SEI Programs 
For more information about this study and a more detailed description of findings, read the Student Outcomes 
Study 3: Spanish Language Development Outcomes of SEAL Ever-EL Students in Bilingual and Structured English 
Immersion Programs (Brief 11). 
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Section 4 – Student Outcomes Study #4: 
SEAL Students’ PreK and TK Spanish and English Language Development Outcomes 
(Brief 12) 
The SEAL Students’ PreK and TK Spanish and English Language Development Outcomes (Brief 12) was designed 
to answer the following research questions: What growth from pre to post assessments in Spanish and English 
Language development was made by samples of PreK and TK children in 2016-17?  The research and evaluation 
study measures language development of a sample of students who have Spanish as their home language, and 
who participated in SEAL PreK or TK classrooms in six districts during 2016-17.  Using the Language Proficiency 
Assessment for Early Learners (preLAS©)5, in Spanish and English, for annual pre- and post-assessment data, the 
study focused on children’s Spanish language development and English language development.  This study 
began in 2015-16, with a year of iterative planning and initial implementation to create the assessment process 
that would be conducted by Wexford, in collaboration with SEAL, and the participating SEAL districts and schools 
in 2016-17.  
Overall, children showed significant changes from pre- to post-assessment in both English and Spanish. Results 
from the study indicate significant growth in Spanish and English oral language for PreK and TK children and 
significant growth in Spanish pre-literacy for TK children and English pre-literacy for PreK and TK children. 
Although there was not a significant difference in Spanish pre-literacy for PreK children (due to a small analysis 
group), they did make some growth from pre to post. Figure 5 provides an overview of key findings. 
Figure 5 
preLAS© Summary of Significance Test Results 
For more information about this study and a more detailed description of findings, read the Student Outcomes 
Study 4: SEAL Students” PreK and TK English Language Development Outcomes (Brief 12). 
5 preLAS Online Copyright 2020 by the Data Recognition Corporation. https://laslinks.com/prelas-online/ 
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Conclusion 
Section 4 of this report presents findings from four inter-related studies on student outcomes that support the 
proposition that the implementation of the SEAL Replication Model leads to: (1) improved outcomes in student 
oral language in English, and (2) improved student outcomes and achievement in English language arts and 
mathematics.   For students in bilingual programs, it also improves student outcomes in their home language, 
Spanish, while students in structured English immersion programs suffer language loss in Spanish.  
The full student outcomes studies are presented in the four research briefs that follow (Briefs 9, 10, 11, and 12). 
Section 4 appendices provide additional information about the student samples, results of student longitudinal 
assessment data, as well as full results of all statistical analyses.  
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Introduction to the SEAL Model and the 4-Year Research and Evaluation Effort 
The Sobrato Early Academic Language Model (SEAL) is a preschool through third grade model that powerfully 
develops students’ language, literacy, and academic skills within the context of a whole-school initiative.  This 
intensive approach to language and literacy education is woven into all aspects of the school day where 
English Learners and native English students learn together.  The Model was first piloted in three schools in 
the Silicon Valley and an initial evaluation of the Model showed significant impact on student achievement, 
teacher practice, and parent literacy activities.  As a result of these pilot findings, SEAL developed a 
Replication Model, a comprehensive whole-school reform that is implemented systematically and that 
includes teachers, coaches, principals, district leaders, and families.  
Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute conducted 
an external evaluation of the SEAL preschool through third grade Replication Model from fall 2015–fall 2019. 
This comprehensive research and evaluation study focused on (1) Leader Perspectives and Depth of 
Implementation, (2) Teacher Development, and (3) Student Outcomes. Twelve districts and 67 schools across 
California participated. This Research and Evaluation Final Report presents findings that will allow the SEAL 
team to institute its short- and long-term evaluation and research agenda based on the SEAL Logic Model 
and desired results for project management, decision-making, refinement, and expansion.   
The SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report is comprised of five sections presented in a series of briefs 
(see Figure 1) to maximize usability for multiple stakeholders. This brief is part of Section 4. 
Figure 1 
SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report Overview 
Section 4, Brief 9 – Research Focus 
This research and evaluation brief presents findings on student’s English language development (ELD) and 
academic outcomes based on results of three student sample groups for the following California state 
assessments–California English Language Development Test (CELDT), English Language Performance 
Assessment for California (ELPAC), and California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress-Smarter 
Balanced Assessments for English Language Arts/Literacy and Mathematics (SBAC). 
Student records from eleven1 SEAL districts were collected to evaluate the outcomes of students taught by 
SEAL teachers from 2014-15 through 2018-19.  Within this brief, there are four parts.  Part One describes the 
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study’s purpose, participants, and methods.  Part Two presents findings that summarize ELD outcomes on 
CELDT and ELPAC.  Part Three reports findings that summarize SBAC student outcomes.  Part Four, the final 
section, provides a summary of findings and implications.  
 
 
SEAL Students’ English Language Development and Academic Outcomes 
Research and Evaluation Question 
 
What are the 2018-19 outcomes, in English language development, English language arts, and 
mathematics of SEAL students, who began Kindergarten (or grade K) in 2014-15, 2015-16, and 
2016-17 and have remained in a SEAL school in the same district? 
 
 
Part One: Study Methods and Participants 
 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to analyze the English language and academic outcomes of students in SEAL 
classrooms using the following assessments   
• California English Language Development Test (CELDT), the California English language proficiency 
assessment was administered to English Learners (ELs) annually as a summative assessment from 
2014-15 through 2016-17. 
• English Language Proficiency Assessment for California (ELPAC), the California English language 
proficiency assessment was given to ELs as a summative assessment in 2017-18 and 2018-19. 
• California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress-Smarter Balanced Assessments for 
English Language Arts/Literacy and Mathematics (SBAC) was given annually to SEAL students 
beginning in the third grade. 
 
Participants 
Data were collected for 63 SEAL schools in eleven1 districts for three student sample groups: 
• group A (Kindergarten through grade 4), 
• group B (Kindergarten through grade 3), and  
• group C (Kindergarten through grade 2).   
 
The student data are longitudinally matched for these students as they began Kindergarten in SEAL 
classrooms and continued in SEAL schools through their final grade.   Kindergarten through grade 3 teachers 
in these schools participated in the  SEAL two-year professional development (PD) program.   
 
The treatment rate of students was based on the amount of SEAL PD their teachers had completed.  A full 
description of how the treatment rate is calculated is included in Section 4 – Appendix C.  Table 1 provides a 
visual representation of the three student sample groups and the years in which teachers completed the 
two-year SEAL PD and are considered fully trained (shaded cells).     
 
Students in Group A, in grades K-3 had a treatment rate of 88%.  They had teachers in Kindergarten who had 
completed only one year of the training, and teachers in grades 1 through 3  who had completed 2 years of 
training.  The calculated training rate of Group A teachers is 88%; students were enrolled in classrooms with 
                                                        
1 A total of 12 districts participated in the SEAL Replication Model, from 2013-14 through 2018-19.  Eleven of the 12 districts provided data for all years requested 
and are included in the data analysis in this brief. 
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teachers that had 7 of 8 years of SEAL PD = 88% (2 years of SEAL PD training possible per year for each of the 
4 years, Kindergarten through grade 3, makes a total of 8 years of possible PD). 
Students in Group B, in grades K-3,  were comprised of two subgroups, one with a treatment rate of 88% and 
one with a treatment rate of 100%.   One subgroup had teachers that completed 88% of PD, similar to Group 
A. The other student subgroup had teachers who each had completed 2 years of training for each of the four
years, for a total of 8 of 8 years of PD = 100%.
Students in Group C, in grades Kindergarten through grade 2,  were also comprised of two subgroups.  One 
subgroup had a teacher training rate of 100%, with  teachers who had each completed  2 years of training 
each of the three years (Kindergarten through grade 2),  for a total of  6 of 6 possible years of training (2 years 
of PD training possible X  3 years = 6 years of possible PD).   The training rate of the other subgroup  is 83%; 
students were enrolled in Kindergarten with teachers with  one year of training, and in grades 1 and 2 with 
teachers who had completed 2 years of training  for a total of training years of 5, out of 6 possible years of 
training (5 of 6 years of PD = 83%).   
Table 1 
SEAL Cohort Treatment Rate and Teacher Training by Student Sample Group, Grade Level, and Year 
Student 
Sample 
Group 
SEAL Cohort 
Treatment 
Rate 
Student grade level and year 
2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 
A 88% 
K 
1 Year PD  
1 
2 Years PD  
2 
2 Years PD 
3 
2 Years PD 
4 
B 
100% K 2 Years PD 
1 
2 Years PD 
2 
2 Years PD 
3 
2 Years PD 
88% K 1 Year PD 
1 
2 Years PD 
2 
2 Years PD 
3 
2 Years PD 
C 
100% K 2 Years PD 
1 
2 Years PD 
2 
2 Years PD 
83% K 1 Year PD 
1 
2 Years PD 
2 
2 Years PD 
Note.  The shaded areas show grades/years in which students are in classrooms with fully trained SEAL Teachers.  2 Years of PD = fully trained. 
Schools in the study varied in their percentages of socio-economically disadvantaged (SED2) students. (SED 
rates for each school are listed in Section 4 – Appendix A.)   SED percentages varied from 15% to 97% across 
the schools in the three sample groups.  Mean SED percentages were calculated for each sample group based 
on the SED rates for all schools in each group. The 2018-19 California SED rate was 61%, in comparison: 
• Group A schools had a mean SED rate of 77%, with 11 of 12 (92%) schools above the California rate.
• Group B schools had a mean SED rate of 70%, with 20 of 33 (61%) schools above the California rate.
• Group C schools had a mean SED rate of 65%, with 24 of 48 (50%) schools above the California rate.
Table 2 shows the total number of students included in this analysis for each district, by student sample 
group.  For further details related to the students in the study, including demographics, school enrollment 
totals, reclassification rates, and total eligible for free and reduced meals for 2018-19, please refer to Section 
4 – Appendix A. 
2 School 2018-19 SED rates were collected publicly available data on the California Department of Education’s (CDE) website. 
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Table 2  
Total Number of SEAL Students by District and Sample Group 
District 
Total number of SEAL students 
Group 
 A 
Group 
 B 
Group 
 C 
Santa Clara USD 85 103 -- 
San Lorenzo USD 287 574 264 
Oak Grove SD 129 511 534 
Redwood City SD 85 196 264 
San Rafael City Schools -- 170 381 
Franklin McKinley SD -- 123 176 
Mountain View ESD -- 203 573 
Berryessa Union SD -- -- 138 
Evergreen SD -- -- 92 
Gilroy USD -- -- 129 
Milpitas USD -- -- 158 
Fillmore USD a -- -- -- 
Total 586 1880 2709 
a Student data was not available for this district and therefore is not a part of the analysis in this brief.  
Figure 2 presents a description of the three student sample groups in this study, including 
• students’ beginning and ending grade levels, the year they began SEAL participation in grade K,
• the number of SEAL districts and schools represented in the student sample,
• the student cohort treatment rate that describes the amount of SEAL training teachers received,
• the outcome data included in this analysis, and
• the mean SED rate for schools represented in each sample group.
Figure 2 
SEAL Student Sample Groups 
Student Sample 
Groups
Beginning and Ending Grade 
Levels
Number of Districts & 
Schools Represented
Year Students Began SEAL 
Participation
Student Cohort Treatment Rate
Outcome Data
Percent Socio-Economically 
Disadvantaged
Group A
N = 586
K-4
4 districts
13 schools
2014-15
88%
CELDT-ELPAC, K-Gr 4 
SBAC, Gr 3-4
77%
Group B
N = 1880
K-3
7 districts
36 schools
2015-16
88% and 100%
CELDT-ELPAC, K-Gr 3
SBAC Gr 3
70%
Group C
N = 2709
K-2
10 districts
51 schools
2016-17
83% and100%
CELDT-ELPAC, K-Gr 2
65%
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Student Language Classification 
This study disaggregates data by the following student language classifications: English Learners (EL), 
Reclassified Fluent English Proficient (RFEP), Initially Fluent English Proficient (IFEP), English Only (EO) 
students, and a combined group that includes EL and RFEP students, also known as Ever-EL students.  Figure 
3 presents the 2018-19 language classification distribution of each of the student sample groups.  Language 
classification totals by district and school for each student sample group can be found in Section 4 – Appendix 
E. A summary of reclassification data is located in Section 4 – Appendix F.
Group A, with a treatment rate of 
88%, is comprised of 382 grade 4 
Ever-ELs in 2018-19  distributed 
across four SEAL districts.   
Group B, with treatment rates of 
88% and 100%, is distributed 
across seven SEAL districts, and 
consists of 1,086 Ever-ELs in 
grade 3 in 2018-19.    
Group C, with treatment rates of 
83% and 100%, includes 1,499 
grade 2 Ever-ELs in 2018-19, 
distributed across ten SEAL 
districts.   
Figure 4 shows the yearly reclassification rates for each group and presents the cumulative reclassification 
rate in blue brackets.   
By the end of 2018-19, Group B 
(3rd graders) had the most RFEP 
students with 38%, followed by 
Group A (4th graders) with 34%. 
Group C, whose students were 
second graders in 2018-19, had 
15% RFEPs. 
Figure 3 
2018-19 Language Classification for Student Sample Groups 
Figure 4 
Reclassification Rates by Student Sample Group 
Note. IELs = Initial ELs in grade K.  Cumulative reclassification rate shown in brackets.
43%
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Methods 
Longitudinal student data were collected from eleven	SEAL districts to evaluate the outcomes of students 
taught by SEAL teachers from 2014-15 through 2018-19.  SEAL student evaluation groups were formed based 
on the year they began Kindergarten and the amount of training teachers have completed.  Student sample 
Groups A, B, and C, analyzed for this study and in Study 2 (Brief 10), include student cohorts that received 
full or almost full SEAL treatment.  All three groups have CELDT and ELPAC assessment data, while Groups A 
and B include SBAC data.  Section 4 – Appendix D includes a full description of the methods used to select 
the student sample group.	
Student assessment scores were analyzed to determine ELD and academic outcomes for each student sample 
group.  The following summaries and analyses were conducted on the student CELDT and ELPAC assessment 
data: 
• results for student sample groups A, B, and C: 1) at pre-assessment (grade K on CELDT) and final
assessment in (grade 2, 3, or 4 on ELPAC), and 2) progress of students on ELPAC, by CELDT proficiency
level at beginning of Kindergarten,
• student performance of  1) student sample groups on ELPAC 2017-18 and 2018-19, and 2) progress
of students, by ELPAC performance level, from 2017-18 to 2018-19, and
• comparison of SEAL ELs in the sample groups to California ELs on ELPAC 2017-18 and 2018-19.
The following summaries and analyses were conducted on the student SBAC English Language Arts (ELA) and 
mathematics data:  
• outcomes and progress of student sample Group A (grades 3 and 4) by language classification,
• summary of outcomes of student sample Group B (grade 3) results by language classification,
• the relationship between ELPAC proficiency and SBAC performance for Groups A and B,
• comparison of the performance levels of  SEAL sample groups A and B Ever-ELs to California Ever-ELs
on 2018-19 SBAC, and
• comparison of the performance levels  of  SEAL sample groups A and B RFEPs to California RFEPs on
2018-19 SBAC.
CELDT results are summarized by the percent of students scoring at each of the five CELDT proficiency levels: 
1 (beginning), 2 (early intermediate), 3 (intermediate), 4 (early advanced), and, 5 (advanced). ELPAC 
outcomes are summarized by the percent of students scoring at each of the four ELPAC performance levels 
that ranged from: 1 (minimally developed), 2 (somewhat developed), 3 (moderately developed), and, 4 (well 
developed).  SBAC outcomes are summarized for ELA and mathematics, separately, by the percent of students 
scoring at each of the four SBAC levels that ranged from: 1 (exceeded), 2 (met), 3 (nearly met), and, 4 (not 
met).   Outcomes for all assessment results were disaggregated by language classification (EL, RFEP, IFEP and 
EO) for each grade level.  
Limitations  
The limitations of this study include: 
• The SEAL Replication Model implementation occurred across three cohorts of students that each
began implementation during different time frames3 and while the model underwent continued
refinement .
3 Students in this study attended schools in districts that started SEAL implementation in 2014-15 and 2015-16.  Students in this study were enrolled in grade K in 
SEAL schools in 2014-15 (Group A), 2015-16 (Group B), and 2016-17 (Group C). 
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• In spring 2018, California replaced CELDT, the state English language proficiency assessment, with the
ELPAC.  The transition included teacher training to conduct the assessments, preparation for and
assessing the students, which may not have been done consistently across schools and districts.
• Beginning with the 2018-19 ELPAC administration, the threshold scale scores were adjusted by
California’s State Board of Education.  Therefore, performance level data for 2017-18 were recoded
with 2018-19 performance level ranges in order to be able to make comparisons between the two
years of data.  (See Section 4 – Appendix I)
See Section 4 – Appendix B  for additional limitations to the study. 
Part Two: English Language Development Outcomes 
Part Two reports quantitative findings based on the analysis of CELDT Overall and ELPAC Summative Overall 
matched scores for 2015-2019.  To measure progress on the 2018 and 2019 ELPAC assessment, the matched 
scores for Ever-EL students were also examined.  (For additional details about these analyses, see Section 4 
– Appendices H and I.)  These results include the total number of students that were classified as RFEP
students, indicating that the student has achieved proficiency in English.  Once classified as fluent English
proficient, the student no longer takes the ELPAC, thus, the percent of RFEP students is shown as the fifth
and final proficiency level for students.  Part Two describes:
• growth of Ever-ELs from the year students began Kindergarten through 2018-19
• the comparison of SEAL 2018 and 2019 Ever-EL outcomes as measured by the ELPAC
• the comparison of SEAL EL 2018-19 outcomes on the ELPAC to the California EL outcomes
Growth of Ever-ELs as Measured by the CELDT and ELPAC 
Group A Ever-ELs: CELDT-ELPAC Growth from 2015-2019 
Figure 5 presents the ELD results for Group A, comprised of 368 Ever-ELs with matched scores.  In grade K, 
71% scored at beginning and early intermediate levels on the CELDT.  By fourth grade, 35% were RFEP level, 
47% scored at moderately developed to well developed levels, while 19% scored in the two lowest-
performance levels on the ELPAC. 
Figure 5 
CELDT-ELPAC Overall English Language Development Growth from Grade K to Grade 4 
Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 368)  
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Table 3 displays the CELDT to ELPAC growth for Group A students by cross-tabulating the students CELDT 
proficiency level at grade K on CELDT with their ELPAC score in grade 4.  Of the 36% (n = 133) scoring at 
beginning level on CELDT in grade K, by fourth grade: 22 (17%) were RFEP level, and on the ELPAC, 22 (17%) 
scored well developed, 45 (34%) scored moderately developed, and 34 (26%) scored somewhat developed. 
Remaining at the lowest level of proficiency were 10 (8%) students who were at beginning level on CELDT in 
grade K and scored at minimally developed on ELPAC4 in grade 4. 
Table 3   
CELDT-ELPAC Overall English Language Development Growth from Grade K to Grade 4 
Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 368) 
CELDT proficiency levels 
Grade K 
n 
(%) 
Grade 4 ELPAC performance levels 
RFEP Minimally developed 
Somewhat 
developed 
Moderately 
developed 
Well 
developed 
Early advanced and advanced 11 
(3%) 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(27%) 
8 
(73%) 
Intermediate  95 
(26%) 
0 
(0%) 
5 
(5%) 
15 
(16%) 
21 
(22%) 
54 
(57%) 
Early intermediate  129 
(35%) 
3 
(2%) 
16 
(12%) 
43 
(33%) 
24 
(19%) 
43 
(33%) 
Beginning 133 
(36%) 
10 
(8%) 
34 
(26%) 
45 
(34%) 
22 
(17%) 
22 
(17%) 
Note.  Light red shading highlights students that scored at the two highest proficiency levels on ELPAC.  Light blue shading highlights students 
that are RFEP.  
As highlighted in Table 3, there were groups of students at each of the grade K CELDT proficiency levels who 
scored at moderately or well developed (light red shading) on ELPAC or were RFEP (light blue shading) by 
grade 4.  All students scoring early advanced and advanced on CELDT in grade K (n = 11), scored well 
developed on ELPAC (n = 3, 27%) or were RFEP (n = 8, 73%) by grade 4.  At the intermediate level on CELDT 
in grade K (n = 95), over half, 54 (57%) were RFEP and 36 (38%) scored moderately developed or well 
developed on ELPAC by grade 4.  Of the 129 students in grade K who scored at early intermediate on CELDT, 
67 (52%) scored at moderately or well developed on ELPAC and 43 (33%) were reclassified by grade 4.  Of 133 
students scoring at beginning on CELDT in grade K, 67 (51%) scored moderately or well developed on ELPAC 
and 22 (17%) moved to RFEP by grade 4. 
Group B Ever-ELS: CELDT-ELPAC Growth from 2016-2019 
The ELD results for Group B, with a total of 1,048 Ever-ELs, are shown in Figure 6.  In grade K, 64% scored at 
beginning and early intermediate levels on the CELDT.  By grade 3, 39% were RFEP level, and on the ELPAC 
33% scored at moderately developed to well developed and 29% at minimally developed to somewhat 
developed.   
4 Five of the 10 students at the lowest level of proficiency on ELPAC 2018-19 received special education services in grade 4. 
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Figure 6   
CELDT-ELPAC Overall English Language Development Growth from Grade K to Grade 3 
Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1048) 
The CELDT to ELPAC growth for Group B students by cross-tabulating the students’ CELDT proficiency level 
at grade K with their ELPAC score in grade 3 is displayed in Table 4.  Of the 34% (n = 356) of students scoring 
at the beginning level on CELDT in Kindergarten, and by third grade: 76 (21%) were RFEP level, and on the 
ELPAC, 9 (3%) students scored well developed, 93 (26%) scored moderately developed, and 122 (34%) scored 
somewhat developed.  There were 56 (16%) who scored at beginning level in Kindergarten on the CELDT, 
who remained at the lowest level of proficiency the ELPAC.5 
Table 4 
CELDT-ELPAC Overall English Language Development Growth from Grade K to Grade 3 
Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1048) 
CELDT proficiency levels 
Grade K 
n 
(%) 
Grade 3 ELPAC performance levels 
RFEP Minimally 
developed 
Somewhat 
developed 
Moderately 
developed 
Well 
developed 
Early advanced and advanced 50 
(4%) 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(2%) 
4 
(8%) 
5 
(10%) 
40 
(80%) 
Intermediate  325 
(31%) 
2 
(0.6%) 
26 
(8%) 
70 
(22%) 
38 
(12%) 
189 
(58%) 
Early intermediate  317 
(30%) 
12 
(4%) 
76 
(24%) 
108 
(34%) 
17 
(5%) 
104 
(33%) 
Beginning 356 
(34%) 
56 
(16%) 
122 
(34%) 
93 
(26%) 
9 
(3%) 
76 
(21%) 
Note.  Light red shading highlights students that scored at the two highest proficiency levels on ELPAC.  Light blue shading highlights students 
that are RFEP.  
Table 4 highlights the groups of students at each of the grade K CELDT proficiency levels who scored at 
moderately or well developed (light red shading) on ELPAC or were RFEP (light blue shading) by grade 3.  Of 
the 50 students scoring early advanced and advanced on CELDT in grade K, by grade 3: 9 (18%) students 
scored moderately or well developed on ELPAC and 40 (80%) were RFEP by grade 3.  At the intermediate level 
on CELDT in grade K (n = 325), over half, 189 (58%) were RFEP and 108 (34%) scored moderately or well 
developed on ELPAC by grade 3.  Of the 317 students in grade K who scored at early intermediate on CELDT, 
125 (39%) scored at moderately or well developed on ELPAC and 104 (33%) were reclassified by grade 3.  Of 
55 Thirty of the 56 received special education services in grade 3. 
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356 students scoring at beginning on CELDT, 102 (29%) scored at moderately or well developed on ELPAC and 
176 (21%) were RFEP by grade 3. 
Group C Ever-ELS: CELDT-ELPAC Growth from 2017-2019 
Group C consists of 1,452 Ever-EL students.  Figure 7 reports their CELDT-ELPAC growth from 2017 to 2019. 
In grade K, 65% scored at beginning and early intermediate levels on the CELDT.  By second grade, 16% were 
RFEP level, and on the ELPAC 58% scored at moderately developed to well developed and 26% scored at 
minimally developed to somewhat developed.  
Figure 7 
CELDT-ELPAC Overall English Language Development Growth from Grade K to Grade 2 
Group C Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1452) 
Table 5 displays the CELDT to ELPAC growth for Group C students by cross-tabulating the students’ CELDT 
proficiency level at grade K with their ELPAC score in grade 2.  Of the 33% (n = 485) scoring at beginning level 
on CELDT in grade K, by second grade: 27 (6%) were reclassified as fluent, and on the ELPAC, 35 (7%) students 
scored well developed, 197 (41%) scored moderately developed, and 180 (37%) scored somewhat developed. 
A total of 46 (10%) students remained at the lowest level of proficiency, scoring minimally developed on 
ELPAC.6   
Table 5 
CELDT-ELPAC Overall English Language Development Growth from Grade K to Grade 2 
Group C Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1452) 
CELDT proficiency levels 
Grade K 
n 
(%) 
Grade 2 ELPAC performance levels 
RFEP Minimally 
developed 
Somewhat 
developed 
Moderately 
developed 
Well 
developed 
Early advanced and advanced 100 
(7%) 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(6%) 
18 
(18%) 
37 
(37%) 
39 
(39%) 
Intermediate  402 
(28%) 
0 
(0%) 
29 
(7%) 
172 
(43%) 
99 
(24%) 
102 
(25%) 
Early intermediate  465 
(32%) 
12 
(3%) 
104 
(22%) 
210 
(45%) 
74 
(16%) 
65 
(14%) 
Beginning 485 
(33%) 
46 
(10%) 
180 
(37%) 
197 
(41%) 
35 
(7%) 
27 
(6%) 
Note.  Light red shading highlights students that scored at the two highest proficiency levels on ELPAC.  Light blue shading highlights students 
that are RFEP.  
6 Twenty-eight of the 46 students received special education services in grade 2. 
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There were groups of students at each of the grade K CELDT proficiency levels who scored at moderately or 
well developed (light red shading) on ELPAC or were RFEP (light blue shading) by grade 2, highlighted in Table 
5. Of the 100 students scoring early advanced and advanced on CELDT, by grade 2: 55 (55%) students scored
moderately or well developed on ELPAC and 39 (39%) were RFEP level.  At the intermediate level on CELDT in
grade K (n = 402), 102 (25%) were RFEP and 271 (67%) scored moderately or well developed on ELPAC by
grade 2.  Of the 465 students in grade K who scored early intermediate on CELDT, 284 (61%) scored at
moderately or well developed on ELPAC and 65 (14%) were reclassified by grade 2.  Of 485 students scoring
at beginning on CELDT, 232 (48%) scored at moderately or well developed on ELPAC and 27 (6%) were RFEP
by grade 2.  A total of 46 (10%) students remained at the lowest level of proficiency, scoring minimally
developed on ELPAC.7
Comparison of 2018 and 2019 Ever-EL Outcomes as Measured by the ELPAC 
The ELD progress of Ever-EL students from 2017-18 to 2018-19 was determined by analyzing ELPAC results. 
These results include the total number of students that were classified as RFEP students, indicating that the 
student has achieved proficiency in English.  Once classified as fluent English proficient, the student is no 
longer administered the ELPAC.  The results show RFEP level as a fifth and final proficiency level for students. 
Figures 8-10 report the ELPAC outcomes for Ever-EL students with matched scores in 2017-18 and 2018-19. 
(For more details about these analyses, see Section 4 – Appendix I.)   
Figure 8 
ELPAC Overall Outcomes for  
Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 368)
By grade 4, 35% had reclassified as fluent, an 
increase of 13% from grade 3.  Almost half (47%) 
scored at moderately developed or well developed.  
There were 19% of students at the two lowest levels. 
Of the 97 (26%) students that scored at somewhat 
developed in grade 3, by grade 4, 11% scored well 
developed, 45% scored moderately developed, 41% 
scored somewhat developed, and 2% scored 
minimally developed. 
Of the 19 (5%) students that scored at minimally 
developed in grade 3, 16% scored moderately 
developed, 26% scored somewhat developed, and 
58% remained at minimally developed in grade 4.8  
 
Note.  ELPAC 2017-18 results were recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges. 
7 Twenty-eight of the 46 students received special education services in grade 2. 
8 Five of the 11 received special education services in grade 4. 
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Figure 9 
ELPAC Overall Outcomes for  
Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1048) 
By grade 3, 39% were RFEP level, an increase of 25% 
from grade 2, and 33% scored moderately 
developed or well developed.  There were 29% of 
students at the two lowest levels. 
Of the 297 (28%) students that scored somewhat 
developed in grade 2, by grade 3, 3% were 
reclassified as fluent and another 33% scored 
moderately developed or well developed, 54% 
scored somewhat developed, and 11% scored 
minimally developed. 
Of the 50 (5%) students that scored at minimally 
developed in grade 2, 6% scored moderately or well 
developed, 20% scored somewhat developed, and 
74% remained at the same level9
Note.  ELPAC 2017-18 results were recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges. 
Figure 10 
ELPAC Overall Outcomes for  
Group C Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1452) 
 
By grade 2, 16% were reclassified as fluent and 58% 
at moderately developed or well developed. There 
were 26% of students at the two lowest levels. 
Of the 492 (34%) of students in this group that 
scored at somewhat developed in grade 1, by grade 
2, 54% scored moderately developed or well 
developed, 44% scored somewhat developed, and 
2% scored at minimally developed. 
Of the 120 (8%) students that scored at minimally 
developed in grade 1, 1% were reclassified, 8% 
scored moderately or well developed, 51% scored 
somewhat developed, and 41% remained at 
minimally developed in grade 2.10 
Note.  ELPAC 2017-18 results were recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges. 
9 Twenty-seven of the 37 received special education services in grade 4. 
10 Thirty of the 49 received special education services in grade 2. 
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Figure 11 displays the grade 3 ELPAC outcomes for Group A (2017-18) and Group B (2018-19), and grade 4 
outcomes for Group A (2018-19).  It should be noted, that Group A and B differ in their, 1) sample size (Group 
A, n = 368; Group B, n = 1048),  2) SED rate (Group A, 77%; Group B, 70%),  and 3) teacher training/student 
treatment rate (Group A, 88%; Group B 88% and 100%).   
Grade 3 outcomes were similar for Groups A and B: 72% of Group B Ever-ELs were RFEP, or scored well 
developed or moderately developed, compared to 68% of Group A Ever-ELs at those same levels. Group B 
Ever-ELs,  however, had a larger percentage of students that were RFEP or scored well developed (46%) 
compared to Group A (31%).  
By grade 4, Group A increased the percentage of students at RFEP and well developed from 31% to 54% and 
decreased the percentage of students scoring at minimally and somewhat developed levels from 31% to 20%. 
The percentage of Group A students scoring minimally developed also decreased slightly from grade 3 to 
grade 4; part of that group are students identified with special needs. 
Figure 11 
ELPAC Grade 3 and 4 Ever-EL Outcomes: Comparison of Group A to Group B 
Note. Group A and B differ in their: 1) sample size,  2) SED rate (Group A, 77%; Group B, 70%);  and 3) teacher training/student treatment rate 
(Group A, 88%; Group B 88% and 100%).   
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ELPAC 2018-19 Outcomes: SEAL ELs Compared to California ELs  
The 2019 ELPAC outcomes for SEAL Group A ELs were compared to their California EL counterparts and are 
displayed in Figures 12 and 13.  
Figure 12 
Comparison of Group A ELs to California ELs on 
2018-19 ELPAC Overall Performance Levels 
As shown in Figure 12, 72% of SEAL 
grade 4 ELs scored at proficient 
levels (moderately developed and 
well developed) compared to 65% of 
California ELs. 
Figure 13 
Comparison of Group A ELs to California ELs on  
2017-18 and 2018-19 ELPAC Overall Scale Scores 
The mean scale scores from grade 3 
to grade 4 increased for both SEAL 
ELs and California ELS. SEAL EL 
scores, however, were higher than 
those of California ELs in both years 
(Figure 13). 
Note.  Grade 3 SEAL Grp A, n = 286.  Grade 4 SEAL Grp A, n = 241.   
Grade 3 California ELs, n = 114,289.  Grade 4 California ELs, n = 101,800.  
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Figures 14 and 15 present the 2018-19 ELPAC outcomes for SEAL Group B ELs were compared to their 
California EL peers. 
Figure 14 
Comparison of Group B ELs to California ELs 
2018-19 ELPAC Overall Performance Levels 
As shown in Figure 14, 54% of Group 
B SEAL grade 3 ELs scored at 
moderately developed and well 
developed on the 2018-19 ELPAC 
compared to California grade 3 ELs 
at 51%. 
Figure 15 
Comparison of Group B ELs to California ELs on 
2017-18 and 2018-19 ELPAC Overall Scale Scores 
The California EL mean scale score 
remained unchanged from grade 2 to 
grade 3 (Figure 15).  The SEAL EL 
mean scale score in grade 2 was 
approximately the same as that of 
California ELs and in grade 3 was 
higher than that of California ELs. 
Note.  Grade 2 SEAL Grp B, n = 903.  Grade 3 SEAL Grp B, n = 639.   
Grade 2 California ELs, n = 128,076.  Grade 3 California ELs, n = 100,096.  
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The 2018-19 ELPAC outcomes for SEAL Group C ELs were compared to their California EL peers and are shown 
in Figures 16 and 17.  
Figure 16 
Comparison of Group C ELs to California ELs 
2018-19 ELPAC Overall Performance Levels 
As shown in Figure 16, 69% of Group 
B SEAL grade 2 ELs scored at 
moderately developed and well 
developed on the 2018-19 ELPAC 
compared to 39% of California grade 
3 ELs.  
Figure 17 
Comparison of Group C ELs to California ELs on 
2017-18 and 2018-19 ELPAC Overall Scale Scores 
SEAL ELs and California ELs had 
similar mean scale scores in grade 1, 
as presented in Figure 17.  By grade 
2, the SEAL EL mean scale score was 
higher than that of California ELs.  
Note.  Grade 1 SEAL Grp C, n = 1401.  Grade 2 SEAL Grp C, n = 1219.   
Grade 1 California ELs, n = 146,516.  Grade 2 California ELs, n = 116,054.  
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SEAL English Language Development: Overall Outcomes and Progress 
Progress from CELDT to ELPAC 
Overall, about 1/3 of each student sample group scored at beginning level on CELDT in grade K. Across all 
three groups, over 50% of students who scored at beginning level on CELDT in grade K, scored at the two 
highest levels of proficiency on ELPAC  (moderately developed and well developed) or were RFEP by 2018-
19 (the final year of the study): 
• Group A, grade 4: 68% (34% at RFEP or well developed, and 34% at moderately developed);
• Group B, grade 3: 50% (24% at RFEP or well developed, and 26% at moderately developed);
• Group C, grade 2: 54% (13% at RFEP or well developed, and 41% at moderately developed).
A small percentage of students (between 8% and 16% of each sample group) that started at beginning level 
on CELDT in grade K, remained at minimally developed on ELPAC, however, these were mostly students 
receiving special education services. 
Progress on the ELPAC from Grade 3 to Grade 4 
• With a larger group size, higher teacher training and student treatment rates, and a lower SED rate,
Group B grade 3 Ever-ELs (2018-19) outperformed Group A grade 3 Ever-ELs (2017-18).  Group B 
Ever-ELs had a larger percentage of students that were RFEP or scored well developed (46%) 
compared to Group A (31%).  Group B also had fewer students at the two lowest ELPAC proficiency 
levels (29%) than Group A (31%). 
• By grade 4, Group A Ever-ELs made adequate progress; a majority of students were RFEP or scored
in the two highest proficiency levels and decreased the percentage of students scoring at the two 
lowest levels.  The percentage of Group A students scoring minimally developed also decreased 
slightly from grade 3 to grade 4. 
• Group A and B students at the minimally developed level were partially comprised of students
identified with special needs. 
• Ever-EL Students that were RFEP or scored well developed on ELPAC in 2018-19 included,
o Group A, grade 4, 54% (SED rate = 77%, treatment rate = 88%)
o Group B, grade 3, 46% (SED rate = 70%, treatment rate = 88% and 100%)
o Group C, grade 2, 33% (SED rate = 65%, treatment rate = 83% and 100%)
Comparison of SEAL EL 2018-19 ELPAC Performance Levels to California ELs 
SEAL ELs in Groups A, B and C  had larger percentages of ELs in the two highest levels (moderately and well 
developed combined) and  smaller percentages of ELs in the two lowest levels (minimally and somewhat 
developed combined), than did their grades 2, 3 and 4 California EL counterparts. 
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Part Three: Academic Outcomes 
Part Three presents the 2018 and 2019 SBAC ELA and mathematics outcomes for Ever-EL students in Groups 
A and B.  Group A SBAC scores are reported by language classification to determine progress from grade 3 to 
grade 4 and is comprised of 253 Ever-EL, 106 IFEP, and EO students with matched scores. Group B is 
comprised of 814 Ever-EL, 574 IFEP, and EO students with grade 3 scores only. Group C, second graders in 
2018-19, did not have SBAC results because SBAC testing starts in grade 3.  Part Three describes  
• 2018-19 SBAC outcomes for sample groups A and B, by language classification group
• comparison of Group A growth from grade 3 to grade 4 (2017-18 to 2018-19), for Ever-ELs, and
separately for EO/IFEP
• analysis of Groups A and B SBAC outcomes by ELPAC performance level
• comparison of Groups A and B 2018-19 SBAC outcomes with those of California ELs
SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes 
Figure 18 presents the 2018-19 SBAC ELA outcomes for Group A.  As a combined group, 41% of Ever-ELs 
scored at met or exceeded.  When RFEP and EL students are analyzed as distinct groups, 79% of RFEP students 
met or exceeded standards and performed better than any of the other three groups.   
The 2017-18 and 2018-19 SBAC ELA outcomes for Group A Ever-ELs and EO/IFEP are exhibited in Figure 19 
and Figure 20.    By grade 4, 41% of Ever-ELs and 35% of IFEP/EO students scored at  met or exceeded on 
SBAC ELA.  From grade 3 to grade 4, the percentage of Ever-ELs scoring met or exceeded increased from 31 
to 41%, while EO/IFEO increased from 33% to 35%.  There was also no decrease in the percentage of students 
in the lowest level for each student group, with percentages at not met ranging from 36% to 43% across both 
groups. 
Figure 18 
2018-19/Grade 4 SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes, Group A 
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The 2018-19 SBAC ELA outcomes for Group B are reported in Figure 21.  Similar to the SBAC ELA results for 
Group A, Group B RFEP students performed better than any of the language classification groups.  68% of 
RFEP students met or exceeded standards, 53% of IFEP/EO students.  There were also considerably fewer 
RFEP students (8%) at the not met level compared to other groups.    
SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes by ELPAC Performance Level 
Figure 22 reports the cross-tabulation of SBAC ELA scores by ELPAC performance levels for grade 3 and grade 
4 for Group A Ever-ELs.  In an analysis of the relationship between SBAC and ELPAC performance levels, 
almost all of the students scoring exceeded or met on the SBAC in both years were students who were RFEP 
or who scored moderately or well developed on the ELPAC.  By grade 4, students who scored not met on the 
SBAC had scored at all levels of the ELPAC and some had been reclassified as RFEP. 
Figure 19 
SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes, Gr 3 to Gr 4 
Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 253) 
Figure 20 
SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes, Gr 3 to Gr 4 
Group A EO/IFEP Students with Matched Scores (n = 106) 
Note.  ELs = English Learners.  RFEP = Reclassified Fluent English Proficient. Ever-ELs = EL+RFEP students.  Grade 3/2017-18 SBAC outcomes 
shown by Grade 3/2017-18 Language Classification.  Grade 4/2018-19 SBAC outcomes shown by Grade 4/2018-19 Language Classification. 
Figure 21 
2018-19/Grade 3 SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes, Group B 
Note.  ELs = English Learners.  RFEP = Reclassified Fluent English Proficient.   
Ever-ELs = EL+RFEP students.  EO = English Only.  IFEP = Initially Fluent Proficient.   
Grade 3/2018-19 SBAC outcomes shown by Grade 3/2018-19 Language Classification.
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In grade 3, 31% of Group A Ever-ELs scored exceeded (9%, n = 24) or met (22%, n = 55) on the SBAC ELA and 
by grade 4 the percentage meeting or exceeding standards increased to 41% (n = 104).  Of the 104 students 
who met or exceeded standards on the SBAC, the analysis of their ELPAC performance levels shows that 96% 
were students that scored well developed (21%, n = 22) on ELPAC or were RFEP (75%, n = 67). Another 13% 
(n = 14) scored moderately developed on ELPAC. No students who scored at minimally developed on ELPAC 
met or exceeded standards on SBAC ELA, and 1 student (less than 1%) scored somewhat developed on ELPAC 
and met the SBAC ELA standard in grade 4.  
In an analysis of the ELPAC performance levels of the 23% (n = 59) of students who scored nearly met on the 
grade 4 SBAC ELA, 53% were either RFEP (22%, n = 13) or scored well developed on ELPAC (31%, n = 18). 
Another 47% scored moderately developed (39%, n = 23) or somewhat developed (8%, n = 5) on ELPAC and 
nearly met the grade 4 SBAC ELA  standard.  There were no students who scored minimally developed on 
ELPAC that scored nearly met on SBAC ELA. 
And of the 36% (n = 90) of  students that did not meet the SBAC ELA standard,  6% (n = 5) were RFEP, 9% (n 
= 8) scored well developed on ELPAC, 42% (n = 38) scored at moderately developed, 36% (n = 32) scored 
somewhat developed, and  8% (n = 7) scored minimally developed on ELPAC.  
A small percentage of students in grade 3 and in grade 4, scored at the nearly met or not met levels, as shown 
in Figure 22.  In grade 3, 7% (n = 17) RFEP students scored nearly met on SBAC ELA and in grade 4, a total of 
7% at nearly met (5%, n 
= 13) and not met (2%, 
n = 5) levels. It is 
possible that students 
may have been 
reclassified early, at 
the end of grades K, 1, 
or 2 using the CELDT or 
early in grade 3 using 
the 2017-18 ELPAC, 
and may not have been 
sufficiently fluent to 
make adequate 
progress on the SBAC 
ELA in grade 4.   
Figure 22 
2018 and 2019 SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes by ELPAC Overall 
Performance Levels and RFEP 
Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 253) 
Note.  ELPAC 2017-18 performance levels were recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges.  SBAC 2017-18 outcomes 
cross-tabulated by ELPAC 2017-18 performance levels.  SBAC 2018-19 outcomes cross-tabulated by ELPAC 2018-19 
performance levels. 
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The cross-tabulation of SBAC ELA scores by ELPAC performance levels for grade 3 Group B Ever-ELs (n = 814) 
is presented in Figure 23.  Almost all of the students scoring exceeded or met on the SBAC were RFEP or 
scored moderately or well developed on the ELPAC.  By grade 3, students who scored not met on the SBAC 
had scored at all levels of the ELPAC and some had been reclassified as RFEP.   
On the 2017-18 SBAC ELA for grade 
3, a total of 33% (n = 270) of Group 
B Ever-EL  students scored at met 
or exceeded levels.  Of those 
students that met or exceeded the 
mathematics standard (n = 270), 
86% were students that scored well 
developed (11%, n = 30) on ELPAC 
or were RFEP (75%, n = 203), and 
13% were students that scored 
moderately developed (n = 26) on 
ELPAC.  Students who scored at 
minimally developed on ELPAC did 
not meet or exceed standards on 
SBAC ELA and only 1 student (less 
than 1%) that scored somewhat 
developed on ELPAC met the ELA 
standard on SBAC grade 3. 
In an analysis of the ELPAC 
performance levels of the 29% (n = 
235) of students who nearly met
the grade 3 SBAC ELA standard,
31% (n = 73) of the students were
RFEP and 11% (n = 27) scored well
developed on ELPAC.  Another 57%
scored moderately developed (44%, n = 104) and somewhat developed on ELPAC (13%, n = 31). There were 
no students scoring nearly met on ELPAC  that did not meet the grade 3 ELA standard on SBAC.  
Of the 38% (n = 309) of Group B Ever-ELs that scored not met on SBAC ELA, 9% of the students were RFEP 
(8%, n = 24), scored well developed on ELPAC (1%, n = 3), 27% (n = 84) scored moderately  developed, and 
47% (n = 145) scored somewhat developed on ELPAC.  And 17% of students who scored minimally developed 
on ELPAC did not meet the ELA standard for grade 3.  
As shown in Figure 23, with a total of 12% of RFEP students scoring at the nearly met and not met levels on 
SBAC ELA by grade 3, students may have been reclassified prematurely in grades K-2 and may not have been 
sufficiently fluent to make adequate progress on the SBAC ELA in grade 3.  Group A had a similar finding for 
RFEP students scoring at the two lowest performance levels of the SBAC ELA.  
Figure 23 
2018-19/Grade 3 SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes by ELPAC Overall 
Performance Levels and RFEP  
Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 814) 
Note.  SBAC 2018-19 outcomes cross-tabulated by ELPAC 2018-19 performance levels.
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SBAC English Language Arts: SEAL Outcomes Compared to California 
The 2017-18 and 2018-19 SBAC ELA outcomes for SEAL students in Group A were compared to the outcomes 
of their California counterparts.  In grades 3 and 4, SEAL Ever-ELs and SEAL RFEPS performed better than their 
California peers, as shown in Figures 24 and 25.   
Figure 24 shows, 31% of grade 3 SEAL Ever-ELs scored at met or exceeded standards compared to 36% of 
grade 3 California Ever-ELs.  At the not met level, there were 36% of SEAL Ever-ELs compared to 38% of 
California Ever-ELs. 
In grade 4, 41% of SEAL 
Ever-ELs scored at met or 
exceeded standards 
compared to California 
Ever-ELs at 38%.  At the 
not met level, there was a 
smaller percentage of 
SEAL Ever-ELs (36%) 
compared to the 
California Ever-ELs (41%).   
As shown in Figure 25, 
71% of grade 3 SEAL Ever-
ELs scored at met or 
exceeded standards 
compared to 69% of grade 
3 California Ever-ELs.  At 
the not met level, there 
were  no SEAL Ever-ELs 
compared to 9% of 
California Ever-ELs 
In grade 4,   79% of SEAL 
RFEPs scored at met or 
exceeded compared to 
California RFEPs at 69%. 
A smaller  percentage of 
SEAL RFEPs (6%) scored at 
not met, with California 
RFEPs at 11%.  
Figure 24 
Comparison of Group A Ever-ELs to California Ever-ELs on SBAC English Language Arts 
Figure 25 
Comparison of Group A RFEPs to California RFEPs on SBAC English Language Arts 
36% 38% 36% 41%
33% 26%
23%
22%
22%
20% 27% 21%
9% 16% 14% 17%
0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%
100%
SEAL Gr 3
Ever-ELs
n = 253
California Gr 3
Ever-ELs
n = 159,134
SEAL Gr 4
Ever-ELs
n = 253
California Gr 4
Ever-ELs
n = 160,906
SBAC English Language Arts
Exceeded
Met
Nearly met
Not met
9% 6% 11%
29%
23%
15%
20%
37% 32%
44%
32%
34% 37% 35% 37%
0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%
100%
SEAL Gr 3
RFEPs
n = 59
California Gr 3
RFEPs
n = 49,254
SEAL Gr 4
RFEPs
n = 85
California Gr 4
RFEPs
n = 63,708
SBAC English Language Arts
Exceeded
Met
Nearly met
Not met
SEAL Research and Evaluation Brief 9:  SEAL Students’ English Language Development and Academic Outcomes  23 
The 2019 SBAC outcomes for 3rd grade SEAL Group B students were compared to their California third 
grade peers.  The outcomes show that there were higher percentages of SEAL RFEPs scored at met or 
exceeded on SBAC ELA compared to their California counterparts.   
Figure 26 displays the results of the 2019 
SBAC ELA assessment for third grade SEAL 
Ever-ELs and California ELs.  A total of 33% 
of SEAL Ever-ELs scored at met or exceeded 
standards compared to California Ever-ELs 
at 37%.  
Figure 27 presents the 2018-19 results for 
third grade SEAL and California RFEPs on 
SBAC ELA.  68% of SEAL RFEPs met or 
exceeded the mathematics standard 
compared to 64% of California RFEPs. 
Also, smaller percentages of SEAL RFEP 
students (8%) scored at not met than 
California RFEPs (11%).  
SBAC Mathematics Outcomes 
Figure 26 
Comparison of Group B Ever-ELs to California Ever-ELs on 
2018-19 SBAC English Language Arts 
Figure 27 
Comparison of Group B RFEPs to California RFEPs on 
2018-19 SBAC English Language Arts 
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The 2018-19 SBAC mathematics outcomes for Group A are shown in Figure 28.  RFEP students outperformed 
all of the language classification groups with 65%  who met or exceeded the SBAC mathematics standard in 
grade 4.  RFEP students also had the smallest percentage of students who had not met the grade 4 SBAC 
mathematics standard.   
Figures 29 and 30 report the 2018 and 2019 SBAC mathematics outcomes for Group A Ever-EL and IFEP/EO 
students.  By grade 4, 37% of Ever-ELs and 32% of IFEP/EO students scored at met or exceeded on SBAC 
mathematics.   Both groups decreased the percentage of students scoring not met: Ever-ELs from 32% to 29% 
and EO/IFEPs from 36% to 28%.  
Figure 29 
SBAC Mathematics Outcomes, Gr 3 to Gr 4 
Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 253) 
Figure 30 
SBAC Mathematics Outcomes, Gr 3 to Gr 4 
Group A EO/IFEP Students with Matched Scores (n = 106) 
Note.  ELs = English Learners.  RFEP = Reclassified Fluent English Proficient.  Ever-ELs = EL+RFEP students.  Grade 3/2017-18 SBAC outcomes shown 
by Grade 3/2017-18 Language Classification.  Grade 4/2018-19 SBAC outcomes shown by Grade 4/2018-19 Language Classification.  
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Figure 28 
2018-19/Grade 4 SBAC Mathematics Outcomes, Group A 
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Figure 31 reports the grade 3 outcomes on the SBAC mathematics assessment for students with matched 
SBAC mathematics scores in Group B.  Similar to the findings for Group A, RFEP students performed better 
than EL, and IFEP/EO students, with 73% scoring met or exceeds standards.  RFEP students also had the 
smallest percentage of students (7%) not meeting the grade 4 SBAC mathematics standard.   
Figure 31 
2018-19/Grade 3 SBAC Mathematics Outcomes 
Group B Students with Matched Scores 
Note.  ELs = English Learners.  RFEP = Reclassified Fluent English Proficient.  Ever-ELs = EL+RFEP 
students.  EO = English Only.  IFEP = Initially Fluent Proficient.  Grade 3/2018-19 SBAC outcomes 
shown by Grade 3/2018-19 Language Classification.   
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SBAC Mathematics Outcomes by ELPAC Performance Level 
Figure 32 reports the cross-tabulation of SBAC mathematics scores by ELPAC performance levels for grade 3 
and grade 4 for Group A Ever-ELs.  In an analysis of the relationship between SBAC and ELPAC performance 
levels, a large percentage of the students scoring exceeded or met on the SBAC in both years were students 
who were RFEP or who scored moderately or well developed on the ELPAC.  Group A had similar outcomes 
on the SBAC ELA.  
 
In grade 3, 41% of Group A 
Ever-ELs scored exceeded 
(13%, n = 34) or met (28%, 
n = 71) on the SBAC 
mathematics. By the end 
of grade 4 the percentage 
of students meeting or 
exceeded standards 
decreased slightly to 37% 
(n = 94).  Of the 94 
students that scored met 
or exceeded on the 4th 
grade SBAC mathematics, 
81% were students that 
scored well developed 
(22%, n = 21) on ELPAC or 
were RFEP (59%, n = 55). 
Another 19% (n = 18) that 
scored moderately 
developed on ELPAC also 
met the mathematics 
standard for grade 4.  
There were no students 
who scored at minimally 
developed and somewhat developed on ELPAC that met or exceeded standards on SBAC mathematics. 
 
In an analysis of the ELPAC performance levels of the 34% (n = 86) of students who nearly met grade 4 
standards on the SBAC mathematics, 31% (n = 27) were RFEP and 23% (n = 20) scored well developed on 
ELPAC.  Another 47% scored moderately developed (39%, n = 23) or somewhat developed (8%, n = 5) on 
ELPAC and nearly met the grade 4 SBAC mathematics standard.  There were no students who scored 
minimally developed on ELPAC that scored nearly met on SBAC mathematics. 
 
And of 29% (n = 73) of students that did not meet the SBAC mathematics standard,  4% were RFEP (n = 3), 
10% (n = 7) scored well developed on ELPAC, 40% (n = 29) scored at moderately developed, 38% (n = 28) 
scored somewhat developed and  8% (n = 6) scored minimally developed on ELPAC.  
 
Similar to the findings for Group A Ever-ELs on SBAC ELA, a small percentage of RFEP students scored at the 
nearly  met or not met levels on grade 3 and grade 4 SBAC mathematics.  A total of 3% RFEP students scored 
at the nearly met level on SBAC mathematics in grade 3, and 12% at nearly met and not met levels in grade 
4.  Premature reclassification in earlier grades may have had an impact on student’s fluency and ability to 
make adequate progress on the SBAC mathematics in grade 4.  
Figure 32 
2018 and 2019 SBAC Mathematics Outcomes by ELPAC Overall Performance Levels 
and RFEP 
Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 253) 
 
Note.  SBAC 2017-18 outcomes by ELPAC 2017-18 performance levels.  ELPAC 2017-18 performance levels were 
recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges.  SBAC 2018-19 outcomes by ELPAC 2018-19 performance levels. 
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Figure 33 reports the cross-tabulation of SBAC mathematics scores by ELPAC performance levels for grade 3 
Group B Ever-ELs. In an analysis of the relationship between SBAC and ELPAC performance levels.  Almost all 
of the Group B students scoring exceeded or met on the SBAC were RFEP or scored moderately or well 
developed on the ELPAC, similar to Group A on mathematics.   
For Group B, in grade 3 on the 
2017-18 SBAC mathematics, 
a total of 40% (n = 330) of 
students scored at met or 
exceeded levels.  Of those 
students that met or 
exceeded the mathematics 
standard, 78% were students 
that scored well developed 
on ELPAC (11%, n = 36) or 
were RFEP (67%, n = 221), 
and 18% (n = 58%) were 
students that scored 
moderately developed on 
ELPAC.  There were 2 
students (1%) that scored 
minimally developed on 
ELPAC and 4% (n = 13) that 
scored somewhat developed 
that met the grade 3 
mathematics standard on 
SBAC. 
In an analysis of the ELPAC 
performance levels of the 
27% (n = 222) of students 
who nearly met the grade 3 SBAC mathematics standard, 26% (n=57) of the students were RFEP, 9% (n = 20) 
scored well developed on ELPAC, 42% (n = 94) scored at moderately developed, and 21% (n = 46) scored 
somewhat developed on ELPAC, and 2% (n = 5) scored minimally developed and did not meet the mathematics 
standard for grade 3. 
Of the 32% (n = 262) of Group B Ever-ELs who scored not met on SBAC mathematics, 10% of the students 
were either RFEP (8%, n = 22) or scored well developed (2%, n = 4) on ELPAC, 27% (n = 72) scored moderately 
developed, 45% (n = 118) scored somewhat developed, and 18%  (n = 46) scored minimally developed on 
ELPAC.  
A total of 10% of RFEP students scored at the nearly met and not met levels on SBAC mathematics by grade 
3. Students may have been reclassified prematurely and therefore not sufficiently fluent to meet the third
grade mathematics standard.  Group A had a similar finding for RFEP students scoring at the two lowest
performance levels of SBAC mathematics.
Figure 33 
2018-19 SBAC Mathematics Outcomes by ELPAC Overall Performance Levels 
 and RFEP 
Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 814) 
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SBAC Mathematics Outcomes Compared to California 
The 2017-18 and 2019 SBAC Mathematics outcomes for SEAL Ever-ELs and RFEPs in Group A were compared 
to the outcomes of their California peers.  As shown in Figures 34 and 35 , SEAL Ever-ELs and RFEPs scored 
better than their California counterparts. 
In grade 3 (Figure 34),  41% 
of SEAL Ever-ELs scored met 
or exceeded mathematics 
standards compared to 39% 
of grade 3 California Ever-
ELs.  There was a smaller 
percentage of  SEAL Ever-
ELs (32%) at the not met 
level, compared to 
California Ever-ELs (35%). 
Figure 34 also shows that in 
grade 4, 37% of Group A 
SEAL Ever-ELs scored at met 
or exceeded mathematics 
standards compared to 
California Ever-ELs at 34%. 
At the not met level, there 
were 29% of SEAL Ever-ELs 
compared to 32% of 
California Ever-ELs.   
Figure 35 shows that in 
grade 3, 87% of SEAL RFEPs 
scored at met or exceeded 
on SBAC mathematics, 
substantially higher than 
the percentage of California 
RFEPs (69%).  At the not met 
level, there were  no SEAL 
RFEPs compared to the 9% 
of California RFEPs. 
In grade 4,   65% of RFEPs 
met or exceeded the 
mathematics standard, 
slightly higher than 
California RFEPs at 62%. 
There was also a smaller 
percentage of SEAL RFEPs (4%) not meeting standards compared to California (9%).   
Figure 34 
Comparison of Group A Ever-ELs to California Ever-ELs on SBAC Mathematics 
Figure 35 
Comparison of Group A RFEPs to California RFEPs on SBAC Mathematics 
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The grade 3 SBAC mathematics outcomes for SEAL students in Group B were compared to the outcomes of 
their grade 3 California counterparts.  As shown in Figures 36 and 37, there were higher percentages of SEAL 
RFEPs (73%) scoring at met and exceed standards compared to California RFEPs (66%). 
 
Figure 36 
Comparison of Group B Ever-ELs to California Ever-ELs 
on 2018-19 SBAC Mathematics 
 
SEAL grade 3 Ever-ELs and California Ever-ELs 
scored almost the same on the 2018-19 SBAC 
mathematics assessment as presented in 
Figure 36.  40% of SEAL Ever-ELs and 41% of 
California Ever-ELs scored at met or exceeded 
standards. 
 
Figure 37 
Comparison of Group B RFEPs to California RFEPs on 
2018-19 SBAC Mathematics 
 
Figure 37 displays the comparison of SEAL 
Group B RFEPs to California RFEPs on the 2018-
19 SBAC mathematics.  73% of RFEPs scored 
met or exceeded compared to 66% of California 
RFEPs.  There was also a smaller percentage of 
SEAL RFEPs at the not met level compared to 
California.  
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SEAL Student Academic Overall Outcomes and Progress 
SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes by 2018-19 
For Group A Ever-ELs (with a mean SED rate of 77% and a treatment rate of 88%), by grade 4: 
• 41% scored at the met or exceeded levels, an increase of 10% from 31% in grade 3.
• the percent of students at the not met level remained the same (36%) in both years.
For Group B Ever-ELs (SED rate of 70% and treatment rate of 88% and 100%) in grade 3: 
• 33% of scored at the met or exceeded and 29% were at the nearly met level.
SBAC Mathematics Outcomes by 2018-19 
For Group A Ever-ELs, by grade 4: 
• 37% scored at the met or exceeded levels, a 4% decrease from 41% in grade 3.
• the percent of students scoring not met decreased by 3% (grade 3, 32%; grade 4, 29%)
For Group B Ever-ELs, in grade 3: 
• 40% of Ever-ELs scored at the met or exceeded  levels and 27% scored nearly met.
Analysis of SBAC English Language Arts by ELPAC or RFEP Levels for Group A in 2018-19 
Of the 104 students who met or exceeded standards on the SBAC ELA: 
• 96% were RFEP or scored well developed on ELPAC, and another 13% scored moderately
developed on ELPAC. 
• No students who scored at minimally developed on ELPAC met or exceeded on SBAC ELA, and one
student (less than 1%) scored somewhat developed on ELPAC and met the grade 4 ELA standard. 
Of the 59 students who scored nearly met, 
• 53% of the students were either RFEP (22%) or scored well developed on the ELPAC (31%).
Of 4th graders who scored not met, 
• 15% of the students were either RFEP (6%) or scored well developed on the ELPAC (9%).
Analysis of SBAC Mathematics by ELPAC or RFEP Levels for Group A in 2018-19 
Of the 94 students that scored met or exceeded on the grade 4 SBAC mathematics: 
• 81% were RFEP or scored well developed on ELPAC and another 19% scored moderately
developed on ELPAC. 
• No students who scored at somewhat developed or minimally developed on ELPAC met or
exceeded standards on SBAC. 
Of the 34% of students who nearly met standards on the SBAC, 
• 54% were RFEP or scored well developed on ELPAC, 47% scored moderately developed and 39%
scored somewhat developed on ELPAC. 
• There were no students who scored minimally developed on ELPAC that scored nearly met on
SBAC mathematics. 
Of 29% of students who scored not met on the SBAC, 
• 4% were RFEP, and on ELPAC, 10% scored well developed, 40% scored moderately developed, 38%
scored somewhat developed and 8% scored minimally developed. 
Comparison of SEAL RFEPs to California RFEPs on 2018-19 SBAC ELA and SBAC Mathematics 
• SEAL RFEPs in Group A (in grades 3 and 4) and Group B (grade 3)  had larger percentages of
students who met and exceeded standards in ELA and mathematics compared to California RFEPs. 
• SEAL RFEPs also had smaller percentages scoring at the nearly met and not met levels in ELA and
mathematics than their California counterparts. 
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Part Four: Summary of Findings & Implications  
English Language Development Findings 
While research and discussions continue about how to define English language proficiency for ELs, how to 
assess it,  the length of time it takes for ELs to become proficient and the factors that affect that length of 
time, research indicates that  “ELs require several grades or years to be rated proficient—5-7 years is 
frequently reported.”11  Studies also indicate that 10% to 45% of ELs “lack full proficiency in English even by 
the upper elementary grades, when general academic instruction has become complex, abstract, and 
dependent on sophisticated uses of English for academic purposes.” (National Academies of Sciences, 
Engineering, and Medicine, 2017.)   In order to prevent Long Term English Learners (ELs who have been 
enrolled in  a U.S. school for six or more years), ELs would be reclassified by the end of  fifth grade.   Thus, to 
be on target for that goal, a majority of  third grade students who have been enrolled in U.S. schools since 
Kindergarten, would need to be reclassified as RFEP or score at the moderately developed or well developed 
levels of the ELPAC.  By fourth grade, ideally the percentages of ELs who have been reclassified or scoring at 
those two highest levels of ELPAC, would be a good deal greater than at grade 3, with a very small percentage 
at the not met level.  
The following are key findings related to SEAL EL progress on English language development.  The first two 
findings highlight the general patterns of English language development across all three groups.  The last two 
findings focus on ELD progress in Groups A and B only, since these groups have been exposed to five years 
(Group A, grades K-4) or 4 years (Group B, grades K-3) of English language development instruction.   
These factors are important to consider as they are related to the findings about SEAL EL progress: 
• The average socio-economically disadvantaged (SED) rates for schools represented in each of the
sample groups (A, B and C) are higher than the state average.
• The transition from the CELDT to the ELPAC (as the state English proficiency assessment for ELs) did
not allow for pre-post comparisons of certain types.
• The ELPAC, administered for the first time in 2017-18 may not have been administered consistently
across schools and districts, because of differences in training to administer the assessment, and the
differences in experience levels of assessors.
• SEAL ELs in SEI programs in Kindergarten scored significantly higher in English proficiency than ELs in
BIL programs.
ELD Finding 1: Pre- to post-assessment growth 
There is a general pattern of movement to higher levels of proficiency for all three groups. All three groups 
begin with the majority of ELs scoring in the lowest two levels on the CELDT in K. By the end of the study, the 
majority of ELs in each group are scoring in the highest two proficiency levels on ELPAC, or have already been 
reclassified.  
ELD Finding 2: SEAL ELs compared to California ELs 
SEAL ELs in Groups A, B and C all score higher than the state average on ELPAC mean scale scores, in the final 
year of the study.  Based on proficiency levels, SEAL ELs in Groups A, B and C  had larger percentages of ELs 
in the two highest levels of moderately and well developed combined, and  smaller percentages of ELs in the 
two lowest levels of minimally and somewhat developed combined, than did their grades 2, 3 and 4 California 
EL counterparts.   
11 National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 2017. Promoting the Educational Success of Children and Youth Learning English: Promising 
Futures. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press.  https://doi.org/10.17226/24677. 
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ELD Findings 3 and 4: Preventing Long-Term ELs 
Finding 3.  The overwhelming majority of ELs in both Groups A and B appear to be on track for reclassification 
by the time they finish elementary school. 82% of 4th graders in Group A and 72% of 3rd graders in Group B 
are scoring at the highest two proficiency levels or have already been reclassified. 
Finding 4.   SEAL ELs have made good progress toward proficiency and reclassification by the end of third and 
fourth grade, and in comparison, to California ELs, SEAL ELs had larger percentages scoring at the top two 
levels of ELPAC and fewer students at the lower two proficiency levels of ELPAC.  However, there are still too 
many (Group A, 23% and Group B, 33%) SEAL ELs scoring at somewhat developed.  
Academic Outcomes: SBAC ELA and Mathematics 
A summary of key findings for ELA and mathematics, for the two student sample groups (Groups A and B) 
that were assessed on the SBAC, are highlighted below. 
SBAC Finding 1:  SEAL Ever-ELs compared to California Ever-ELs 
In most cases, SEAL Ever-ELs performed comparably or slightly better than California ELs on the state's ELA 
and mathematics tests. Compared to their state Ever-EL peers, 
• Group A Ever-ELs in grade 4 scored higher on SBAC ELA (41% met or exceeded standards compared
to 38% of California Ever-ELs) and SBAC mathematics (37% met or exceeded standards compared to
33% of California Ever-ELs)
• Group B Ever-ELs scored similarly  on SBAC mathematics (40% and 41% met and exceeded standards,
respectively).  California Ever-ELs scored higher on SBAC ELA, with 37% scoring at met or exceeded
compared to 33% of SEAL Ever-ELs.
SBAC Finding 2: SEAL RFEPs compared to California RFEPs in 2017-18 and 2018-19 
SEAL RFEPs in Group A grades 3 and  4 and Group B Grade 3  had larger percentages of students who met 
and exceeded standards, and smaller percentages of students who scored at the nearly met and not met 
levels in ELA and mathematics than their California counterparts. 
SBAC Finding 3:  SEAL RFEPs compared to SEAL EO/IFEP students 
SEAL RFEPs in both Groups A and B outperformed SEAL EO/IFEP students. This finding is consistent with data 
on RFEP performance in California.  
SBAC Finding 4: SBAC Ever-EL performance from Grade 3 to Grade 4  
In ELA, ten percent more Ever-ELs met or exceeded the ELA standard in grade 4 (41%) than in grade 3 (31%), 
but the percentage of Ever-ELs at the  not met level remained the same in those grades (36%).  In 
mathematics,  a smaller percentage of Ever-ELs in Group A met or exceeded the mathematics standard  in 
grade 4 than in grade 3  (37% vs. 41% in grade 3),  but a smaller percentage scored at the not met  level in 
grade 4 than in grade 3 (29% vs. 32% in grade 3).  
SBAC Outcomes by ELPAC Performance Level 
SBAC ELA and mathematics scores were cross-tabulated by ELPAC performance levels for Group A and Group 
B Ever-ELs.  Findings about the relationship between SBAC and ELPAC performance levels are presented 
below.  
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SBAC Finding 5:  SEAL Ever-ELs scoring at met or exceeded levels on SBAC ELA and their ELPAC levels 
Overall, in Groups A and B, a majority of Ever-ELs scoring at met or exceeded levels on the SBAC ELA (Group 
A = 96%, Group B = 86%) are students who scored at moderately or well developed levels on the ELPAC or 
were RFEP.  
SBAC Finding 6: Grade 4 SEAL RFEP performance on SBAC ELA 
For Group A, on the grade 4 SBAC ELA: 
• Of the 104 students who met or exceeded standards on the SBAC, 96% were RFEP or students who
scored well developed (21%) on ELPAC. Another 13%  scored moderately developed on ELPAC.
• Of the 59 students who nearly met standards on the SBAC, 53% of the students were either RFEP
(22%) or scored well developed (31%) on ELPAC.
• Of the 90 students who scored not met on the SBAC, 15% of the students were either RFEP (6%) or
scored at the well developed (9%)on the ELPAC.
SBAC Finding 7: SEAL Ever-ELs scoring at met or exceeded levels SBAC mathematics and their ELPAC levels  
Overall, in Groups A and B, most Ever-ELs scoring at met or exceeded levels on the SBAC mathematics  (Group 
A = 81%, Group B = 78%) are students who scored at moderately or well-developed levels on the ELPAC or 
were RFEP.  
SBAC Finding 8: Grade 4 SEAL RFEP performance on SBAC mathematics 
For Group A, on the grade 4 SBAC mathematics: 
• Of the 94 students who met or exceeded grade 4 standards on SBAC, 81% were students who scored
well developed (22%) on ELPAC or were RFEP (59%), and 19% scored moderately developed on ELPAC.
• Of the 86 students who nearly met standards on the SBAC, 54% were RFEP (31%)  or scored well
developed (23%) on ELPAC, and another 47% scored moderately developed.
• Of 73 students who scored not met on the SBAC, 14% of the students were either RFEP (4%) or scored
well developed (10%) on the ELPAC.
Implications 
Variations on Student  Outcomes Across Districts and Schools 
In large-scale implementation efforts such as replication of the SEAL Model, there are many factors that can 
affect systemic implementation at schools and districts, such as the limitations of this study, including:  
• Implementation timeframe and model refinement.  Districts and schools in the study were part of
cohorts that began implementation during different time frames 2013-14 to 2016-17, and while the
model underwent continued refinement.
• Changes in primary language programs.  Some districts and schools were refining or expanding their
bilingual/dual language programs at the same time as this evaluation project was being conducted.
• Professional learning data.  Because consistency and accuracy of collection of this data increased over
the four years of the study, evaluators relied on project leads or self-reported attendance records to
verify minimum professional learning completion targets.
• Level of implementation.  Evaluators did not have representative data assessing the classroom
implementation, and had only anonymous self-reported data from principals on implementation
levels at their schools.
• Change in State English Language Proficiency Assessment.  The change from the CELDT to the ELPAC
during this study, did not allow for some types of pre-post analyses.  Additionally, the first
administration of the ELPAC  may not have been conducted consistently across school sites because
of differences in training and experience of the assessors.
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Future Research and Evaluation 
Design Focus Areas 
State assessment instruments, ELPAC and SBAC, do not capture all of the effects of SEAL on student learning, 
professional development and family engagement.  School site and district administrators have indicated 
observing the following outcomes, as a result of the implementation of the SEAL model at their sites.12  They 
would  be important areas to focus on in future research and evaluation   
• greater student access and engagement with academic content
• more joyful, confident, and engaged students
• greater rigor, complexity, and amount of language production among students
• strengthened family engagement
• greater teacher engagement and satisfaction
• greater teacher collaboration and improvements in teaching for ELs
• greater consistency and alignment across SEAL classrooms
Future studies should also focus on students in third through fifth grade, who are not making adequate 
progress toward proficiency,  to understand specifically 
• what skills they have not developed in listening, speaking, reading, and writing that are needed to 
become proficient, 
• how designated and integrated ELD programs need to be adjusted to meet student needs,
• the SEAL instructional strategies that should be employed in ELD and across the school day, and
• how best to prepare and support teachers in implementing the needed ELD programs and use the
SEAL instructional strategies.
Other valuable research and evaluation areas to consider include understanding how to best build on gains 
children make in PreK and TK to increase growth in  grades K through 3, following students beyond grade 5 
to examine longer-term outcomes, and learning how to better support long term ELs and ELs with special 
learning needs.  
Research Design Considerations 
To limit the variability of schools within any given study, future research of the SEAL model could focus on 
groups of schools that are similar in selected variables, such as: their EL enrollment (demographics, 
typologies, primary languages, language proficiency at Kindergarten);  teacher, principal and district lead 
turn-over rate; district and school support of SEAL alignment to classroom instruction throughout the school 
day; district and school degree of commitment to fully supporting professional development, including that 
for incoming teachers; and, the types and rates of family engagement. 
An option for future investigations, is a case study approach that would incorporate qualitative and 
quantitative data, connects student progress with other measurable variables, and could include:  
• Tools for measuring implementation, sustainability and impact of SEAL
Use the SEAL Depth of Implementation tool in interviews and surveys, similar to its use in the 4-year
research and evaluation. Develop and refine tools to measure student progress in the areas that go
beyond the scope of the state assessments.  Develop rubrics for specific types of student work that
could provide additional analyses of student growth than do the state assessments, especially for
12 For additional information related to school site and district administrator perceptions about the implementation of the SEAL model, please refer to the 
following: SEAL Research & Evaluation Brief 2 – Study #2: SEAL District Leader and Principal Fall 2018 Implementation Survey Results and SEAL Research & 
Evaluation Brief 3 – Study #3: SEAL District Leader and Principal Fall 2019 Implementation and Sustainability Survey Results. 
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young children.  Similarly, there might be other tools that could be developed to provide additional 
information on  family engagement.  
• District and school instructional curriculum and instruction that affect the implementation of SEAL  
Possibly through a self-assessment and external assessment process,  describe and assess the overall 
quality of bilingual, dual language, and structured immersion programs, and in relationship to the 
designated and integrated English language development.  Support the alignment of these with the 
SEAL Model.  
• Scheduling of teacher and student assessment data collection  
Use a design that measures teacher implementation in some regular pattern, annually if  possible, 
while teachers are participating in the SEAL professional development, and as students are 
completing  the final grade level in which they are receiving SEAL instruction and the year after.    
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BIL versus SEI Programs 
Introduction to the SEAL Model and the 4-Year Research and Evaluation Effort 
The Sobrato Early Academic Language Model (SEAL) is a preschool through third grade model that powerfully 
develops students’ language, literacy, and academic skills within the context of a whole-school initiative.  This 
intensive approach to language and literacy education is woven into all aspects of the school day where 
English Learners and native English students learn together.  The Model was first piloted in three schools in 
the Silicon Valley and an initial evaluation of the Model showed significant impact on student achievement, 
teacher practice, and parent literacy activities.  As a result of these pilot findings, SEAL developed a 
Replication Model, a comprehensive whole-school reform that is implemented systematically and that 
includes teachers, coaches, principals, district leaders, and families.  
Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute conducted 
an external evaluation of the SEAL preschool through third grade Replication Model from fall 2015–fall 2019. 
This comprehensive research and evaluation study focused on (1) Leader Perspectives and Depth of 
Implementation, (2) Teacher Development, and (3) Student Outcomes. Twelve districts and 67 schools across 
California participated. This Research and Evaluation Final Report presents findings that will allow the SEAL 
team to institute its short- and long-term evaluation and research agenda based on the SEAL Logic Model 
and desired results for project management, decision-making, refinement, and expansion.   
The SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report is comprised of five sections presented in a series of briefs 
(see Figure 1) to maximize usability for multiple stakeholders. This brief is part of Section 4. 
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Section 4, Brief 10 – Research Focus 
This research and evaluation brief presents findings on academic outcomes of students, identified as English 
Leaners (EL) in Kindergarten (grade K), and who have been continuously enrolled in a SEAL school, in bilingual 
(BIL) or structured English immersion (SEI) programs.  We report on matched samples for three groups of 
students that are representative of eleven1 SEAL districts and 65 SEAL schools.  This brief contains four parts. 
Part One provides an overview of the study methods and participants.  Part Two includes figures and tables 
that summarize English language development (ELD) student outcomes.  Part Three includes figures and 
tables that summarize English language arts and mathematics student outcomes.  Part Four provides a 
summary of findings and implications.  
Comparison of SEAL Outcomes in Bilingual versus Structured English Immersion Programs 
Research and Evaluation Question 
What is the difference, if any, between students in Structured English Immersion and Bilingual 
(including bilingual and dual-language) programs in the sample groups identified in Student 
Outcomes Study 1? 
Part One: Study Methods and Participants 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to analyze and compare the academic outcomes of students, in BIL and SEI 
programs on the following assessments: 
• California English Language Development Test (CELDT), the California English language proficiency
assessment was administered to English Learners (ELs) annually as a summative assessment from
2014-15 through 2016-17.
• English Language Proficiency Assessment for California (ELPAC), the California English language
proficiency assessment was given to ELs as a summative assessment in 2017-18 and 2018-19.
• California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress-Smarter Balanced Assessments for
English Language Arts/Literacy and Mathematics (SBAC) was given annually to SEAL students
beginning in the third grade.
Participants 
Data were collected for SEAL schools eleven districts for three student sample groups. The student data is 
longitudinally matched for these students as they began Kindergarten in SEAL classrooms and continued in 
SEAL schools through their final grade.  Figure 2 presents a description of the three student sample groups 
utilized for this study, including their beginning and ending grade levels in the study, the year they began 
SEAL participation in grade K, the number of SEAL districts and schools represented in the student sample 
and the outcome data included in this analysis.  Also shown in Figure 2 is the student cohort treatment rate 
which describes the amount of SEAL training their teachers received and the mean SED rate for schools 
represented in each sample group.  
1 A total of 12 districts that participated in the SEAL Replication Model, from 2013-14 through 2018-19.  Eleven of the 12 districts provided data for all years 
requested and are included in this analysis of data in this brief. 
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Figure 2 
SEAL Student Sample Groups 
Table 3 shows the total number of students included in this analysis for each district, by student sample 
group.  For further details related to the students in the study, including demographics, school enrollment 
totals, reclassification rates, and total eligible for free and reduced meals for 2018-19, please refer to Section 
4 – Appendix A.   
Table 3  
Total Number of SEAL Students by District and Evaluation Group 
District SEAL cohort 
Total number of SEAL students 
Group A Group B Group C 
Santa Clara USD 1 85 103 -- 
San Lorenzo USD 1, 2 287 574 264 
Oak Grove SD 1, 2, 3 129 511 534 
Redwood City SD 1, 2, 3 85 196 264 
San Rafael City Schools 2, 3 -- 170 381 
Franklin McKinley SD 2, 3 -- 123 176 
Mountain View ESD 2, 3 -- 203 573 
Berryessa Union SD 3 -- -- 138 
Evergreen USD 3 -- -- 92 
Gilroy USD 3 -- -- 129 
Milpitas USD 3 -- -- 158 
Fillmore USD a 3 -- -- -- 
Total 586 1880 2709 
a Student data was not available for this district and therefore is not a part of the analysis in this brief.  
Schools in the study varied in their percentages of socio-economically disadvantaged2 (SED) students. (SED 
rates for each school are listed in Section 4 – Appendix A.)   SED percentages varied from 15% to 97% across 
2 2018-19 school SED rates were collected from publicly available data on the California Department of Education website. 
Student Sample 
Groups
Beginning and Ending Grade 
Levels
Number of Districts & 
Schools Represented
Year Students Began SEAL 
Participation
Student Cohort Treatment Rate
Outcome Data
Percent Socio-Economically 
Disadvantaged
Group A
N=586
K-4
4 districts
13 schools
2014-15
88%
CELDT-ELPAC, K- Gr 4 
SBAC, Gr 3-4
77%
Group B
N=1880
K-3
7 districts
36 schools
2015-16
88%-100%
CELDT-ELPAC, K-Gr 3
SBAC Gr 3
70%
Group C
N=2709
K-2
10 districts
51 schools
2016-17
83%-100%
CELDT-ELPAC, K-Gr 2
65%
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the schools in the three sample groups.  Mean SED percentages were calculated for each sample group based 
on the SED rates for all schools in each group. The 2018-19 California SED rate was 61%, in comparison: 
• Group A schools had a mean SED rate of 77%, with 11 of 12 (92%) schools above the California rate.
• Group B schools had a mean SED rate of 70%, with 20 of 33 (61%) schools above the California rate.
• Group C schools had a mean SED rate of 65%, with 24 of 48 (50%) schools above the California rate.
Bilingual and Structured English Language Program Instruction 
The SEAL districts listed in Table 2, offered SEI, BIL, and/or dual language instructional programs to students 
during the study years.  The following are California Department of Education (CDE) definitions for these 
language acquisition programs:  
• Structured English Immersion Program (SEI) – A program for, “…English learners in which nearly all
classroom instruction is provided in English, but with curriculum and a presentation designed for pupils
who are learning English” (Education Code [EDC], Section 306[c][3], 1998)3.  Students are offered 
English language development and access to grade level academic subject matter content.  
• Transitional Bilingual Program (BIL) – A language acquisition program for English learners that provides
instruction to students utilizing English and a student’s native language for literacy and academic
instruction, enabling an English learner to achieve English proficiency and meet state-adopted
academic achievement goals.  This program begins in grade TK and grade K, and continues through to
third grade, at which time students transition to all English instruction.4
• Dual Language Immersion Program (DLI) – A program for English learners “…that provide integrated
language learning and academic instruction for native speakers of English and native speakers of 
another language, with the goals of high academic achievement, first and second language proficiency, 
and cross-cultural understanding” (EDC, Section 306[c][1], 1998).  This program begins in grade TK and 
grade K and continues to sixth grade. 
Districts provided longitudinal student data that included annual program instruction information for each 
student.  For each school year, student records indicated if the student was in a SEI, BIL, or DLI classroom. 
Student records were examined and assigned to one of two groups, SEI or BIL.  Students with DLI program 
codes were assigned to the BIL group. (Section 4 – Appendix G provides a list of SEAL schools and the types 
of programs they offered from 2015-2019.)  The following criteria were used for program assignment for 
each student sample group: 
• Group A – SEI students have 4 or 5 years of structured English immersion instruction.  BIL students
have 4 or 5 years of bilingual and/or dual language immersion instruction.
• Group B – SEI students have 4 years of structured English immersion instruction.  BIL students have 4
years of bilingual and/or dual language immersion instruction.
• Group C – SEI students have 3 years of structured English immersion instruction.  BIL students have 3
years of bilingual and/or dual language immersion instruction.
Students in this study are Ever-ELs, a language classification that includes both EL and RFEP students.  There 
are a total of 338 Ever-ELs in student sample Group A, 900 in Group B and 1121 in Group C.  Table 4 shows 
the total number of Ever-EL student records selected by program type.   
3 California Legislative Information. EDC Article 2., Section 306, (1998). English Language Proficiency Assessment. 
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=306&lawCode=EDC  
4 CDE (n.d.). Language Acquisition Programs. Description of Program Options and Goals for English Learners. 
https://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/el/t3/languageacquisition.asp#one  
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Table 4 
Number of Ever-EL Student Records Selected for Analysis by Program of Instruction 
Student sample group 
Number of Ever-ELs by program type 
Total Bilingual Structured  
English Immersion 
A 123 215 338 
B 231 669 900 
C 108 1013 1121 
Total 462 1897 2359 
Figure 3 shows the group totals by language classification.  All three groups are comprised mostly of EL 
students.  Group A and B students have a similar distribution, about 2/3 EL and 1/3 RFEP.  Group C students 
are 87% EL and 13% RFEP.  
Figure 3 
2019 Language Classification for Student Records Selected for Analysis 
SEAL Cohort Treatment Rate 
The student data included in this study is longitudinally matched for these students as they began 
Kindergarten in SEAL classrooms and continued in SEAL schools through their final grade in 2018-19. These 
students were enrolled in SEAL classrooms, in grade K through grade 3, with  teachers that participated in 
the  SEAL two-year professional development (PD) program.  The SEAL cohort treatment rate for students 
was based on the amount of SEAL PD their teachers had completed.  (A full description of how the treatment 
rate is calculated is included in Section 4 – Appendix C.)  Table 2 provides a visual representation of the three 
student sample groups and the years in which teachers completed the two-year SEAL PD and are considered 
fully trained (shaded cells).     
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Table 2 
SEAL Cohort Treatment Rate and Teacher Training by Student Sample Group, Grade Level, and Year 
Student 
Sample 
Group 
SEAL Cohort 
Treatment 
Rate 
Student grade level and year 
2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 
A 88% 
K 
1 Year PD  
1 
2 Years PD  
2 
2 Years PD 
3 
2 Years PD 
4 
B 
100% K 2 Years PD 
1 
2 Years PD 
2 
2 Years PD 
3 
2 Years PD 
88% K 1 Year PD 
1 
2 Years PD 
2 
2 Years PD 
3 
2 Years PD 
C 
100% K 2 Years PD 
1 
2 Years PD 
2 
2 Years PD 
83% K 1 Year PD 
1 
2 Years PD 
2 
2 Years PD 
Note.  The shaded areas show grades/years in which students are in classrooms with fully trained SEAL Teachers.  2 Years of PD =  fully trained. 
Students in Group A, in grades K-3 had a treatment rate of 88%.  They had teachers in Kindergarten who had 
completed only one year of the training, and teachers in grades 1 through 3  who had completed 2 years of 
training.  The calculated training rate of Group A teachers is 88%: students were enrolled in classrooms with 
teachers that had 7 of 8 years of SEAL PD = 88% SEAL cohort treatment rate (2 years of SEAL PD training 
possible per year for each of the 4 years, Kindergarten through grade 3, makes a total of 8 years of possible 
PD). 
Students in Group B, in grades K-3,  were comprised of two subgroups, one with a treatment rate of 88% and 
one with a treatment rate of 100%.   One subgroup had teachers that completed 88% of PD, similar to Group 
A. The other student subgroup had teachers who each had completed 2 years of training for each of the four
years, for a total of 8 of 8 years of PD = 100% SEAL treatment rate.
Students in Group C, in grades K through grade 2,  were also comprised of two subgroups.  One subgroup 
had a teacher training rate of 100%, with teachers who had each completed 2 years of training each of the 
three years (grade K through grade 2),  for a total of  6 of 6 possible years of training (2 years of PD training 
possible x 3 years = 6 years of possible PD). The training rate of the other subgroup is 83%; students were 
enrolled in grade K with teachers with one year of training, and in grades 1 and 2 with teachers who had 
completed 2 years of training  for a total of training years of 5, out of 6 possible years of training (5 of 6 years 
of PD = 83%).   
Methods 
Student assessment scores were disaggregated by program of instruction to determine ELD, English language 
arts (ELA), and mathematics outcomes for each student sample group. The analysis disaggregates data for 
students in BIL and SEI programs for each of the following  
• CELDT and ELPAC results analyzed from grade K to final grade to determine ELD outcomes,
• SBAC ELA and mathematics outcomes for Groups A and B, and
• overall SBAC growth for student Group A from grade 3 to grade 4.
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ELPAC outcomes are summarized by the percent of students scoring at each of the four performance levels  
that ranged from: 1 (minimally developed), 2 (somewhat developed), 3 (moderately developed), and, 4 (well 
developed).  SBAC outcomes are summarized for ELA and mathematics, separately, by the percent of students 
scoring at each of the four SBAC levels that ranged from: 1 (exceeded), 2 (met), 3 (nearly met), and 4 (not 
met).  English learner SBAC ELA and mathematics outcomes are also summarized by ELPAC performance 
levels. Significance tests were conducted to determine differences in the areas and tests indicated in Table 
1.   
Table 1   
Summary of Significance Testing, by Student Group 
Analyses Significance test 
Student Group 
A B C 
CELDT – ELPAC 
Difference between BIL and SEI groups on pre-overall 
performance on CELDT in grade K 
Independent samples 
t-Test
X X X 
SBAC ELA & mathematics 
Difference in pre-post performance in each group Matched pairs t-Test X 
Difference between the SEI and BIL groups on pre-overall 
performance 
Independent samples 
t-Test
X 
Difference between the SEI and BIL groups on post-overall 
performance  
Johnson-Neyman Procedure, 
One-Way ANCOVA and ANCOVA 
X 
Limitations  
The limitations of this study include: 
• The SEAL Replication Model implementation occurred across three cohorts of students that each
began implementation during different time frames5 and while the model underwent continued
refinement .
• In spring 2018, California replaced CELDT, the state English language proficiency assessment, with the
ELPAC.  The transition included teacher training to conduct the assessments, preparation for and
assessing the students, which may not have been done consistently across schools and districts.
• Beginning with the 2018-19 ELPAC administration, the threshold scale scores were adjusted by
California’s State Board of Education.  Therefore, performance level data for 2017-18 were recoded
with 2018-19 performance level ranges in order to be able to make comparisons between the two
years of data.  (See Section 4 – Appendix I)
See Section 4 – Appendix B  for additional limitations to the study. 
5 Students in this study attended schools in districts that started SEAL implementation in 2014-15 and 2015-16.  Students in this study were enrolled in grade K in 
SEAL schools in 2014-15 (Group A), 2015-16 (Group B), and 2016-17 (Group C). 
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Part Two: English Language Development Outcomes 
Three analyses were conducted to determine the English language development outcomes for ELs who began 
in SEAL classrooms in grade K in Groups A, B, and C and remained in SEAL classrooms through 2018-19: 
• An analysis of student performance of BIL and SEI subgroups, for grade K CELDT and 2018-19 ELPAC,
by proficiency level.
• A comparison of BIL and SEI subgroups for grade K CELDT, to determine any significant difference
between BIL and SEI.
• A comparison of BIL and SEI subgroups, for 2017-18 and 2018-19 on the ELPAC.
Group A: ELD Growth, 2014-2019 
The English language development outcomes for Group A students in BIL and SEI were summarized by 
performance level, with the percent of RFEP students shown as the final proficiency level for students. The 
analysis compared SEI and BIL group outcomes in Kindergarten on the CELDT, and their outcomes in grade 4 
on the ELPAC.   
Figure 4 shows that overall, Group A students in BIL improved at a greater rate than students in SEI. On their 
pre-assessment (grade K, CELDT), the BIL group began with 18% of students at the top two levels, while 35% 
of the SEI group scored at the top two levels (a difference of 17%).  By grade 4 on the ELPAC,  74% of the BIL 
group were RFEP (24%) or scored at the top two levels on ELPAC (50%), while 84% of SEI students were RFEP 
(38%) or scored at the top two levels (36%), a difference of only 10%.  
Figure 4 
2015-2019 CELDT-ELPAC Overall 
English Language Development 
Growth by Program 
Group A Ever-ELs with Matched 
Scores (BIL, n = 120; SEI, n = 204) 
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Additionally, on the CELDT in grade K, 58% of BIL students  scored at beginning compared to 26% of SEI 
students (a difference of 32%).  By grade 4, only 6% of the BIL group and 3% of the SEI group were at the 
lowest ELPAC proficiency level (a difference of 3%).    
Table 5 presents descriptive statistics for the grade K (2014-15) CELDT Overall assessment for Group A EL 
students in BIL programs (n = 120) and SEI programs (n = 204).   The group means were compared using an 
Independent Samples t-Test. Results showed that the SEI group performed significantly higher than the BIL 
group (p < .001).  The effect size of .77 indicates a moderate to large difference between the means, with the 
SEI group mean falling .77 standard deviations above the BIL group mean. Full results of this analysis can be 
found in Section 4 – Appendix N. 
Table 5  
Descriptive Statistics for Performance on Grade K/2014-15 CELDT Overall - Group A ELs 
Group n Mean SD t df g p 
BIL 120 316.4 80.6 6.67 322 .77 <.001 
SEI 204 369.4 61.2 
Note.  For Hedge’s g:  g = .2 is a small effect size,  g = .5 is a moderate effect size, and g = .8 is a large effect size.  
In summary, for Group A, at grade K, the SEI group scored significantly higher than the BIL group.  By grade 
4, some of those ELS had been reclassified to RFEP (24% of BIL and 38% of SEI). From grade K to grade 4, BIL 
progressed at a greater rate than did SEI, with BIL coming much closer to the SEI outcomes in grade 4 than 
they were in grade K, even though SEI performed significantly higher than BIL at Kindergarten.    
A grade 4 (final year of study) assessment comparison could not be made for the entire group of ELs 
represented in Table 5 since some students in both the BIL and SEI groups were reclassified as RFEP, and 
therefore had no ELPAC score in grade 4.  
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Group B: ELD Growth from 2016-2019 
The English language development outcomes for Group B students in BIL and SEI were summarized by 
performance level. The analysis compared group outcomes in Kindergarten on the CELDT, and their outcomes 
in grade 3 on the ELPAC.   Figure 5 presents a summary of the student data.   
At grade K, 36% of SEI and 34% of BIL students were in the top three proficiency levels (moderately developed, 
well developed and RFEP).  By grade 3, 71% of SEI were in the top three levels compared to 68% of BIL, with 
just 7% more SEI students at the well developed and RFEP  levels than the BIL.   Additionally, BIL and SEI made 
approximately the same progress at the two lowest ELPAC levels.   
In the analysis of the BIL student group, of the 84 (37%) at beginning on CELDT in grade K, by grade 3 on the 
ELPAC, 10 were RFEP, four scored well developed, 20 scored moderately developed, 36 scored somewhat 
developed, and 14 remained at the  lowest level, minimally developed.  For the SEI group, of the 208 (33%) 
at beginning on CELDT in grade K, by grade 3 on the ELPAC, 51 were RFEP, 57 scored well developed or 
moderately developed, 72 scored somewhat developed, and 28 remained at the lowest level, minimally 
developed. 
Figure 5 
2016-2019 CELDT-ELPAC Overall English Language Development Growth by Program 
Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (BIL, n = 228; SEI, n = 640) 
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The descriptive statistics for the grade K (2015-16) CELDT Overall assessment for Group B EL students in BIL 
(n = 228) and SEI (n = 640) are shown in Table 6. The group means on the CELDT exam were compared using 
an Independent Samples t-Test.  The results showed that the SEI group performed significantly higher than 
the BIL group (p < .01).  The effect size6 of .20 indicates a small difference between the means, with the SEI 
group mean falling .20 standard deviations above the BIL group mean. 
Table 6 
Descriptive Statistics for Performance on Grade K/2015-16 CELDT Overall - Group B ELs 
Group n Mean SD t df g p 
BIL 228 349 83.70 2.59 866 .20 < .01 
SEI 640 364 67.14 
Note.  For Hedge’s g:  g = .2 is a small effect size,  g = .5 is a moderate effect size, and g = .8 is a large effect size.  
In summary, for Group B, at Kindergarten the SEI EL group performed significantly higher than the BIL EL 
group.  By grade 3, some of those ELs had been reclassified to RFEP:  30% of BIL and 42% of SEI. From grade 
K to grade 3, BIL progressed at a rate similar to SEI.  Full results of this analysis can be found in Section 4 – 
Appendix N. 
A grade 3 (final year of study) assessment comparison could not be made for the entire group of ELs 
represented in Table 6 since some students in both the BIL and SEI groups were reclassified as RFEP, and 
therefore had no ELPAC score in grade 3.  
Group C: ELD Growth from 2017-2019 
The English language development outcomes for Group C students in BIL and SEI were summarized by 
performance level and are shown in Figure 6 on the next page.  The analysis compared group outcomes in 
Kindergarten on the CELDT, and their outcomes in grade 2 on the ELPAC.   By grade 2,  SEI student outcomes, 
based on performance levels, were higher than BIL, with SEI making greater progress than BIL.  Both groups 
reclassified close to the same percentage of students. 
For the BIL group, of the 30 (28%) at beginning on CELDT in grade K, by grade 2 on the ELPAC, one was RFEP, 
one scored well developed, 12 scored moderately developed, 11 scored somewhat developed, and five 
remained at minimally developed. In comparison, of the 289 (29%) SEI students at beginning level on CELDT 
in grade K, by grade 2 on the ELPAC, 14 were RFEP, 28 scored well developed, 119 scored moderately 
developed, 72 scored somewhat developed, and 28 remained at minimally developed. 
6 While an analysis  of significance tells if there is a difference between two means, the analysis of effect size tells how strong a relationship there is between two 
or more sets of data.  Hedge’s g is an appropriate effect size for the comparison between two means. A g of 1 indicates the two groups differ by 1 standard 
deviation, a g of 2 indicate they differ by 2 standard deviations and so on.  g = .2 is considered a small effect size, .5 is considered a moderate effect size and .8 a 
large effect size. If two groups’ means do not differ by .2 standard deviations or more, the difference is trivial, even if it is statistically significant.
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Figure 6 
2017-2019 CELDT-ELPAC Overall English Language Development Growth by Program 
Group C Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (BIL, n = 106; SEI, n = 980) 
Table 7 displays the descriptive statistics for the grade K (2016-17) CELDT Overall assessment for Group C EL 
students in BIL (n = 106) and SEI (n = 908).  An Independent Samples t-Test was used to compare the group 
means.  Results showed that there was not a significant difference between the SEI and BIL group means (p 
> .05).  The BIL group performed higher than the SEI group, but not significantly higher (effect size,  g = .06
indicates a trivial difference between the means).
Table 7  
Descriptive Statistics for Performance on Grade K /2016-17 CELDT Overall - Group C ELs 
Group n Mean SD t df g p 
BIL 106 371 66.60 −0.61 1084 .06 > .05
SEI 980 367 68.73 
Note.  For Hedge’s g:  g = .2 is a small effect size,  g = .5 is a moderate effect size, and g = .8 is a large effect size.  
Overall, for Group C, at Kindergarten there was no significant difference between the SEI and BIL groups.   By 
grade 2, some ELs were RFEP:  12% of BIL and 14% of SEI.  By grade 2 SEI progressed at a greater rate than 
BIL.  SEI had a larger group of students at the well developed level (21%) compared to BIL (9%).  Full results 
of this analysis can be found in Section 4 – Appendix N. 
A grade 2 (final year of study) assessment comparison could not be made for the entire group of ELs 
represented in Table 7 since some students in both the BIL and SEI groups were reclassified as RFEP, and 
therefore had no ELPAC score in grade 2.  
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Group A: 2018 and 2019 ELPAC Student Outcomes 
The grade 3 to grade 4 outcomes on ELPAC for BIL and SEI in Group A are displayed in Figure 7.  Both groups 
showed a similar increase in students that were RFEP or scored well developed on ELPAC; BIL from 22% to 
46%  (24% increase) and SEI from 32% to 55% (23% increase).  Both groups also decreased the  percentage    
of students scoring 
at the lowest levels 
of ELPAC, with BIL 
students showing 
an 8% decrease 
(34% to 26%) and 
SEI students with an 
18% decrease (33% 
to 15%). 
Group B: 2018 and 2019 ELPAC Student Outcomes 
Figure 8 displays grade 2 to grade 3 outcomes on ELPAC for BIL and SEI in Group B.  Both groups showed an 
increase of 19% in students that were RFEP or scored well developed on ELPAC (BIL from 20% to 39%; SEI 
from 27 to 46%), with the SEI group showing a larger percentage (42%) of students moving to RFEP than the 
BIL group (30%). The 
BIL group made a 
10% decrease in 
students scoring 
somewhat and 
minimally developed 
compared to the SEI 
group (4% decrease). 
Figure 7 
2018 and 2019 ELPAC Overall Outcomes by Program, Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores 
Note.  ELPAC 2018 recoded with 2019 ELPAC threshold ranges.  
Figure 8 
2018 and 2019 ELPAC Overall Outcomes by Program, Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores 
Note.  ELPAC 2018 recoded with 2019 ELPAC threshold ranges.  
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Group C: 2018 and 2019 ELPAC Student Outcomes 
The grade 1 to grade 2 outcomes on ELPAC for BIL and SEI students in Group B are exhibited in Figure 9. 
Although, the BIL group began with a large percentage of students at the two lowest ELPAC levels (53%), by 
grade 2, 12% were RFEP and 56% had scored at well developed or moderately developed on ELPAC.  The SEI 
group performed slightly better; by grade 2, 14% were RFEP and 63% scored at well developed or moderately 
developed on ELPAC.  
Figure 9 
2018 & 2019 ELPAC Overall Outcomes by Program, Group C Ever-ELs with Matched Scores 
Note.  ELPAC 2018 recoded with 2019 ELPAC threshold ranges.  
Part Three: SBAC Student Outcomes 
SBAC ELA and mathematics results were analyzed for Group A (grade 3 and grade 4 data) and Group B (grade 
3 data).  Group C did not have SBAC results since these students are second graders in the 2018-2019 and 
SBAC testing starts in grade 3.  
Group A SBAC Outcomes 
Group A is comprised of 253 Ever-ELs.    Figure 10 displays the SBAC ELA outcomes for Ever-EL Students in SEI 
and BIL classrooms.  Compared to SEI, BIL had a larger increase in students at the two highest levels, exceeded 
and met, combined.  Although there was little difference between the SEI and BIL groups on the SBAC in 
grade 3, by grade 4, BIL had a larger percentage of students at the met and exceeded levels (39% compared 
to SEI 36%) and a smaller percentage of students at the beginning level (36%) than the SEI group (41%).   
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Figure 10 
SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes by Program, Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores 
Table 11 presents descriptive statistics for the pre- and post- performance for matched students in Group A 
on the SBAC ELA assessment for the BIL student group (n = 95) and the SEI student group (n = 122).  A Matched 
Pairs t-Test was conducted to determine the overall performance from pre (grade 3, 2017-18) to post (grade 
4, 2018-19) on the SBAC ELA for students in each group, BIL and SEI.  Following is a summary of the analyses. 
On pre to post comparisons of the SBAC ELA, there was a significant difference in performance for the BIL 
group (p < .001), and an effect size of 1.13 which indicates a large difference between the pre and pot means 
of the BIL group.  There was also a significant difference in performance for the SEI group (p < .001), and an 
effect size7 of .67 which indicated a moderate difference between the pre and post means of the SEI group, 
indicating the BIL group made greater gains than the SEI group.   
Table 11  
Descriptive Statistics for Pre-Post Overall Performance on SBAC English Language Arts 
Group A with Matched Scores 
Group n 
Pre 
Grade 3/2017-18 
Post 
Grade 4/2018-19 t df d p 
M SD M SD 
BIL 95 2380.97 7.62 2441.18 8.98 11.06 94 1.13 < .001 
SEI 122 2392.38 7.38 2432.81 7.26 7.45 121 .67 < .001 
Note.  A Matched Pairs t-test was conducted for the SEI and BIL groups.  The analysis includes pre and post mean raw scores for matched 
students on SBAC English language arts.  Effect size measured by Cohen’s d, where d = .2 is a small effect size, d = .5 is a moderate effect size 
and d = .8 is a large effect size. 
7Cohen’s d is an appropriate effect size for the comparison between two means. A d of 1 indicates the two groups differ by 1 standard deviation, a d of 2 
indicates they differ by 2 standard deviations and so on.  d = .2 is a small effect size, .5 is a moderate effect size and .8 is a large effect size. If two groups’ means 
do not differ by .2 standard deviations or more, the difference is trivial, even if it is statistically significant. 
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The SEI and BIL overall performance on the pre-assessment (Grade 3, 2017-18 SBAC ELA) and post-overall 
performance (Grade 4, 2018-19 SBAC ELA) were compared.  Following is a summary of the analyses.  
For the pre-overall performance (SBAC 2017-18), the group means on the pre-assessment were compared 
using an Independent Samples t-Test.  The results showed that on the 2017-18 SBAC ELA, there was not a 
significant difference between the BIL and SEI group means, p > .05.  The SEI group performed higher than 
the BIL group but not significantly higher, and with a trivial effect size. 
For the post-overall performance (SBAC 2018-19), the Johnson Neyman Procedure (JN) was used as a follow-
up to One-Way ANCOVA and ANCOVA (which were used as the first analyses to account for differences in 
the pre-assessment).  On the grade 3 SBAC assessment, there was no significant difference between the SEI 
and BIL groups, although the SEI group performed slightly higher than the BIL.  On the grade 4 SBAC 
assessment, accounting for differences in the pre-assessment, there was no significant difference between 
the two groups, however the BIL group scored higher than the SEI.  Full results of this analysis can be found 
in Section 4 – Appendix N. 
The Group A SBAC mathematics grade 3 and grade 4 outcomes for BIL and SEI students are displayed in Figure 
11. As shown, BIL outperformed SEI in both grade 3 and grade 4.  By grade 4,  BIL had a larger percentage of
students at the exceeded  and met levels (37% compared to SEI 34%), and a smaller percentage of students
(31% compared to SEI 34%) at the not met level.
Figure 11 
SBAC Mathematics Outcomes by Program, Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores 
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Table 12 presents descriptive statistics for the pre- and post- performance for matched students on the SBAC 
mathematics exam for the SEI group (n = 122) and separately for the BIL group (n = 95). To determine the 
overall performance from pre to post of each group on the SBAC mathematics assessment for students in BIL 
and SEI, a Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted.  On pre to post comparisons of the SBAC mathematics for 
each group, there was a significant difference in performance for the BIL group (p < .001), and an effect size 
of .99 which indicates a large difference between the means.  There was also a significant difference in 
performance for the SEI group (p < .001), and an effect size of .83 which indicated a large difference between 
the means.  
Table 12  
Descriptive Statistics for Pre-Post Overall Performance on SBAC Mathematics 
Group A with Matched Scores 
Group n 
Pre 
Grade 3/2017-18 
Post 
Grade 4/2018-19 t df d p 
M SD M SD 
BIL 95 2411.80 7.21 2455.02 8.57 9.65 94 .99 < .001 
SEI 122 2411.65 6.25 2447.49 6.52 9.20 121 .83 < .001 
Note. A Matched Pairs t-test was conducted for the SEI and BIL groups.  The analysis includes pre and post mean raw scores for matched 
students on SBAC mathematics. Effect size measured by Cohen’s d, where d = .2 is a small effect size, d = .5 is a moderate effect size and d = .8 
is a large effect size.   
SEI and BIL differences on pre-overall performance (Grade 3, 2017-18 SBAC ELA) and post-overall 
performance (Grade 4, 2018-19 SBAC ELA) were also examined.  Following is a summary of the analyses.  
For the pre-overall performance (SBAC 2017-18), the group means on the pre-assessment were compared 
using an Independent Samples t-Test.  The results showed that on the grade 3 mathematics assessment, 
there was not a significant difference between the BIL and SEI group means, (t(215) = −0.02, p > .05, g = .002). 
The BIL group performed higher than the SEI group, but not significantly higher and the effect size of .002 
indicates a trivial difference between the means.  
For the post-overall performance (SBAC 2018-19), A comparison of post overall performance on the SBAC 
mathematics, across the two groups, was completed using a one-way ANCOVA test. ANCOVA was used to 
account for initial differences in the groups, with the 2017-18 SBAC mathematics pre-assessment scores 
entered as the covariate. Results of the ANCOVA, conducted to compare group mean performance on the 
2018-19 SBAC mathematics assessment, showed that the main effect of group was not significant, F(1, 214) 
= 1.57, p > .05, !"#  = .01. Partial eta squared of .01 shows that the main effect of group had a trivial effect on 
post-assessment scores, explaining .01 or 1% of the variance in the dependent variable. The covariate of 
pretest was significant, F(1, 214) = 477.50, p < .001,  !"#  = .69 indicating that pre-assessment scores had a 
significant effect on post-assessment scores (higher pre-assessment scores were associated with higher post-
assessment scores). The adjusted means showed that the BIL group performed higher on the 2018-19 
mathematics assessment, but not significantly higher, with adjusted means of 2454.94 and 2447.55, 
respectively.  Full results of this analysis can be found in Section 4 – Appendix N. 
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Group B SBAC Outcomes 
Group B includes 814 Ever-ELs and 574 IFEP and EO students.  Their grade 3 SBAC scores are reported by 
language classification to determine grade 3 progress. The grade 3 SBAC ELA assessment for students in 
Group B displayed in Figure 12, show that student ELA outcomes were similar for both groups, with the 
exception of SEI with a larger percentage of students at the highest level, exceeded. Figure 13 presents the 
Group B SBAC mathematics outcomes for BIL and SEI in grade 3.  Although both groups performed similarly 
on SBAC mathematics, the SEI group had a larger percentage of students at the exceeded level (16% for SEI 
compared to 9% for BIL) and the BIL group had a larger percentage at the not met level (36% for BIL compared 
to 31% for SEI). 
Figure 12 
SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes by Program 
Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores 
Figure 13 
SBAC Mathematics Outcomes by Program 
Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores 
Part Four: Summary of Findings and Implications 
In large-scale implementation efforts such as replication of the SEAL Model, there are many factors that can 
affect systemic implementation at schools and districts, such as the limitations of this study, including:  
• Implementation timeframe and model refinement.  Districts and schools in the study were part of
cohorts that began implementation during different time frames 2013-14 to 2016-17, and while the
model underwent continued refinement.
• Changes in primary language programs.  Some districts and schools were refining or expanding their
bilingual/dual language programs at the same time as this evaluation project was being conducted.
• Professional learning data.  Because consistency and accuracy of collection of this data increased over
the four years of the study, evaluators relied on project leads or self-reported attendance records to
verify minimum professional learning completion targets.
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• Level of implementation.  Evaluators did not have representative data assessing the classroom
implementation, and had only anonymous self-reported data from principals on implementation
levels at their schools.
• Change in State English Language Proficiency Assessment.  The change from the CELDT to the ELPAC
during this study, did not allow for some types of pre-post analyses.  Additionally, the first
administration of the ELPAC  may not have been conducted consistently across school sites because
of differences in training and experience of the assessors.
Summary of Findings:  English Language Development 
In order to analyze the progress of ELs in English language development, CELDT data was used as the pre-
assessment in grade K, and ELPAC data was used for post-assessment in 2018-19 for Group A (grade 4), Group 
B (grade 3) and Group C (grade 2).  All data are for students enrolled in SEAL schools from Kindergarten 
through 2018-19 with CELDT or ELPAC scores for each year of the study.  Following is a summary of findings. 
For Group A, at Kindergarten, the SEI group scored significantly higher than the BIL group.  By grade 4, some 
of those ELs were reclassified to RFEP (24% of BIL and 38% of SEI). From grade K to grade 4, BIL progressed 
at a greater rate than did SEI, with BIL coming much closer to the SEI outcomes in grade 4 than they were in 
Kindergarten, even though SEI performed significantly higher than BIL at Kindergarten.   
For Group B, at grade K the SEI EL group scored significantly higher than the BIL EL group.  By grade 3, some 
of those ELs had been reclassified to RFEP (30% of BIL and 42% of SEI). From grade K to grade 3, the BIL group 
progressed at a rate similar to the SEI group.   
For Group C, at grade K there was no significant difference between the SEI and BIL groups.  By grade 2, SEI 
students progressed at a greater rate than BIL; SEI had a larger percentage of students at the well developed 
level (21%) compared to BIL (9%).  There were also ELs reclassified to RFEP (12% of BIL and 14% of SEI).  
Overall, for Groups A and B, the BIL group began at significantly lower proficiency levels in grade K than the 
SEI group.  Even so,  grade 4 Group A BIL progressed at a greater rate than did SEI, and progressed at a similar 
rate as the SEI group in grade 3. The results for Group C are different, with the SEI group progressing at a 
greater rate than BIL in grade 2 despite starting at a similar level in Kindergarten. 
Summary of Findings:  Academic Outcomes 
From grade 3 to grade 4, Group A scores on SBAC ELA and SBAC mathematics were analyzed to determine 
differences between SEI and BIL student groups. The findings for Group A are summarized below. 
SBAC English language arts 
• By grade 4, the BIL group had a larger percentage of students at the met and exceeded levels (39%
compared to SEI at 36%) and a smaller percentage of students (36%)  at the beginning level than the
SEI (41%).
• In examining the growth of each groups, BIL and SEI separately, each group made significant progress
from grade 3 to grade 4, with a large effect size for BIL and a moderate effect size for SEI.
• In comparing the  mean scale scores of the groups in grade 3, the SEI group performed slightly higher
than the BIL, but not significantly.   By grade 4 (accounting for differences on the pre-assessment),
although the BIL group scored higher than the SEI group,  there was no significant difference between
the groups.
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SBAC mathematics   
• By grade 4, BIL had a larger percentage of students at the met and exceeded levels (37% compared to 
SEI at 34%), and a smaller percentage of students (31% compared to SEI at 34%) at the not met level.   
• In examining the growth of each group separately from grades 3 to 4, both BIL and SEI made 
significant progress, with a large effect size for both groups.  
• In comparing the  mean scale scores of the groups in grade 3, the BIL group performed slightly higher 
than the SEI group, but not significantly. By grade 4, accounting for differences on the pre-assessment, 
there was no significant differences between the groups, but the BIL group scored higher than the SEI. 
 
Implications  
Because findings from the study show BIL students making similar or greater progress than SEI students in 
2018-19, even as they performed significantly lower than SEI at Kindergarten, districts have this and other 
research evidence to support moving ahead with bilingual programs for ELs. 
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1 
Introduction to the SEAL Model and the 4-Year Research and Evaluation Effort 
The Sobrato Early Academic Language Model (SEAL) is a preschool through third grade model that powerfully 
develops students’ language, literacy, and academic skills within the context of a whole-school initiative.  This 
intensive approach to language and literacy education is woven into all aspects of the school day where English 
Learners and native English students learn together.  The Model was first piloted in three schools in the Silicon 
Valley and an initial evaluation of the Model showed significant impact on student achievement, teacher 
practice, and parent literacy activities.  As a result of these pilot findings, SEAL developed a Replication Model, 
a comprehensive whole-school reform that is implemented systematically and that includes teachers, coaches, 
principals, district leaders, and families.  
Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute conducted an 
external evaluation of the SEAL preschool through third grade Replication Model from fall 2015–fall 2019. This 
comprehensive research and evaluation study focused on (1) Leader Perspectives and Depth of Implementation 
Teacher Development, (2) Teacher Development, and (3) Student Outcomes. Twelve districts and 67 schools 
across California participated. This Research and Evaluation Final Report presents findings that will allow the 
SEAL team to institute its short- and long-term evaluation and research agenda based on the SEAL Logic Model 
and desired results for project management, decision-making, refinement, and expansion.   
The SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report is comprised of five sections presented in a series of briefs (see 
Figure 1) to maximize usability for multiple stakeholders. This brief is part of Section 4. 
Figure 1 
SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report Overview 
Section 4, Brief 11 – Research Focus 
Over the past decades, two educational issues have intersected with one another, while simultaneously gaining 
greater attention from policy makers, educators, and families: 1) early childhood education; and 2) the increased 
numbers of children with a home language other than English who are entering early childhood programs as 
Dual Language Learners (DLL).   In 2016, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), in conjunction 
with the U.S. Department of Education (ED), issued a Policy Statement on Supporting the Development of 
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Children who are Dual Language Learners in Early Childhood Programs1, which included a vision for supporting 
the development of DLL, so that:  
 
…all early childhood programs adequately and appropriately serve the diverse children and families that 
make up this country. Programs should foster their cognitive, linguistic, social emotional, and physical 
development and prepare them for success in school and beyond. 
This joint HHS and ED policy statement advances that vision (in part) by: 
• Setting an expectation for high-quality and appropriate supports and services specifically
designed for young children who are DLLs;
• Increasing awareness about the benefits of bilingualism and the important role of the
development of the home language;
• Reviewing the research on the unique strengths of and challenges faced by this population, and
strategies that are effective in promoting their learning and development. (p. 2)
The SEAL Model addresses this vision to support the use of evidence-based practices for instruction of young 
children, in PreK through grade 3 classrooms.  Research indicates that supporting bilingualism from early ages 
can have wide ranging benefits, from cognitive and social advantages early in life, to long term employment 
opportunities and competitiveness in the workplace later in life (Callahan & Gándara, 2014).  This, and the 
HHS/ED policy statement, together lead to the conclusion that there is a need for English learners (EL) to retain 
and develop their home language in order to prevent language loss. One of the purposes of this study is to add 
to the research base related to the potential of bilingual programs in the development of the home language 
and alleviation of language loss.    
This research and evaluation study compares the longitudinal Spanish Language Development (SLD) outcomes 
of children who were identified as English Learners (EL) at Kindergarten, and were in SEAL structured English 
immersion (SEI) programs with students in SEAL bilingual and two-way immersion (BIL) programs.  Three groups 
of students (grades 1-4, grade K-3, and grade K-2) who were identified as EL in Kindergarten with Spanish as 
their home language, were part of this study. Each year students in the study were assessed in SLD using the 
LAS Links© Español (LAS Links©).  This brief is comprised of three parts. Part One provides an overview of the 
study methods and participants.  Part Two presents the results of the comparisons of the SEI and BIL students 
in the three groups.  Part Three provides a summary of findings and related implications.  
Spanish Language Development Study 
Research and Evaluation Questions 
What is the difference, if any, in growth in Spanish language development for students in bilingual 
compared to structured English immersion programs, based on pre and post assessment for three sample 
groups with annual data from 2016-19? 
1 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (2016, June). Policy Statement on Supporting the Development of Children who are Dual Language Learners in Early 
Childhood Programs. https://www.acf.hhs.gov/ecd/dual-language-learners  
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Part One: Study Methods and Participants 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to assess the outcomes of SEAL students, originally identified as EL with Spanish as 
their home language, in SEI and BIL programs. The student samples were assessed using LAS Links©, over the 
course of three or four-years, beginning in grade K or grade 1.   
Participants 
Data were collected from three cohorts of students (described in Figure 2) in five SEAL districts, totaling 117 
students (70 BIL and 47 SEI).  These students, who had teachers with varying amounts of SEAL training, had 
scores for their pre-assessment, each interim assessment, and their post assessment.  Treatment rates for each 
student Cohort were determined by the amount of the two-year professional development program each 
teacher had completed in the years teachers were teaching the students in each cohort of students.  Each 
teacher either would have completed 0, 1, or 2 years of professional development.  The years of professional 
development for each group were compiled across the years the students were in the study (4 years for Cohort 
A, 3 years for Cohort B, and 2 years for Cohort C), and divided by the total possible number of years of 
professional development for that cohort.   The treatment rates  for each cohort are shown in  Figure 2.  
See Section 4 – Appendix O for student totals by district and program type.  
Figure 2 
LAS Links© Student Cohorts 
Children in the study were selected from five districts that began participating in SEAL in 2013-14 or 2014-15. 
Schools represented in the study were schools that had students in both BIL and SEI programs.  For each cohort, 
Wexford identified students from these schools for the study, randomly selecting them at grade K or 1 
(depending on the cohort) from groups of students who had been designated as EL based on their kindergarten 
records.  Most remained in the EL category for the duration of the study, while a small number of the EL students 
were reclassified as fluent English proficient (RFEP) status during the four years of the evaluation (see Table 1). 
These RFEP students remained as part of the cohorts of the study.    
Student Samples
Totals by program 
Beginning and ending 
assessment grade levels
Number of districts & 
schools represented
Pre-test
Interim assessments
Post-test
Treatment Rate
Cohort A
N = 41
BIL, n = 27
SEI, n = 14
1-4
4 districts
5 schools
grade 1
2015-16
grade 2/2016-17
grade 3/2017-18
grade 4
2018-19
93%
Cohort B
N = 53
BIL, n = 30
SEI, n = 23
K-3
4 districts
6 schools
grade K
2015-16
grade 1/2016-17
grade 2/2017-18
grade 3
2018-19
100%
Cohort C
N = 23
BIL, n = 13
SEI, n = 10
K-2
3 districts
4 schools
grade K
2016-17
grade 1/2017-18
grade 2
2018-19
100%
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Table 1 
LAS Links© Assessment Totals - Student Cohorts by Program and Language Classification 
Cohort 
Bilingual Structured English Immersion 
Total 
EL RFEP EL RFEP 
A 23 4 10 4 41 
B 25 5 17 6 53 
C 13 0 9 1 23 
Total 61 9 36 11 117 
Note. Cohorts A and B based on 2018-19 language classification and Cohort C based on 2017-18 language classification. 
Bilingual and Structured English Language Program Instruction  
The SEAL students in this study attended SEAL schools that offered bilingual, dual language immersion and/or 
structured English immersion instructional programs during the study years. The following are California 
Department of Education (CDE) definitions for these language acquisition programs:  
• Structured English Immersion Program (SEI) – A program for, “…English learners in which nearly all
classroom instruction is provided in English, but with curriculum and a presentation designed for pupils 
who are learning English” (Education Code [EDC], Section 306[c][3], 1998)2.  Students are offered English 
language development and access to grade level academic subject matter content.  
• Transitional Bilingual Program (BIL) – A language acquisition program for English learners that provides
instruction to students utilizing English and a student’s native language for literacy and academic
instruction, enabling an English learner to achieve English proficiency and meet state-adopted academic
achievement goals.  This program begins in TK and grade K, and continues through to third grade, at which
time students transition to all English instruction.3
• Dual Language Immersion Program (DLI) – A program for English learners “…that provides integrated
language learning and academic instruction for native speakers of English and native speakers of another 
language, with the goals of high academic achievement, first and second language proficiency, and cross-
cultural understanding” (EDC, Section 306[c][1], 1998).  This program begins in TK and grade K and 
continues to sixth grade. 
Methods 
SEAL EL students were randomly selected during the year of their first assessment, and assessed on the LAS 
Links© in the middle of that year (January/February), and each year thereafter.  Students were assessed by 
assessors who were recommended by their district or Wexford, with all having previous experience in assessing 
young children in Spanish.  For each cohort, pre- and post-assessments of BIL and SEI groups were each 
summarized by: 1) number and percent of students at each LAS Links© proficiency level: above proficient, 
proficient, intermediate, early intermediate, and beginning; and, 2) mean scale scores.  Tests of significance were 
conducted to determine differences in the areas and tests indicated in Table 2.  More detailed information 
related to the significance testing is found in Section 4 - Appendix P.   
2 California Legislative Information. EDC Article 2., Section 306, (1998). English Language Proficiency Assessment. 
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=306&lawCode=EDC  
3 CDE (n.d.). Language Acquisition Programs. Description of Program Options and Goals for English Learners. 
https://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/el/t3/languageacquisition.asp#one  
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Table 2 
Summary of Significance Testing, by Student Group 
Differences to be Examined Significance Test Student Cohort A B C 
Difference in the distribution of counts per proficiency level from 
pre- to post-assessment for BIL and SEI  
Fisher’s Exact Test X X X 
Difference in the change in overall proficiency level from 
pre- to post-assessment for students in each group 
Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs 
Signed Ranks Test 
X 
Matched Pairs t-Test X X X 
Significant difference in comparison of post overall  
proficiency, using scaled scores, across the two groups 
One-Way ANCOVA X X X 
Levene’s Test for Equality 
of Variances 
X X X 
Limitations 
Given that the SEAL Replication Model implementation occurred across cohorts, each cohort beginning 
implementation during different time frames, and while the model underwent continued refinement, any 
comparisons made in this brief should be interpreted with these limitations in mind: 
1. The implementation of the SEAL Replication Model for SEAL districts and schools participating in this
study included those who began implementation in 2013-14, and those who began in 2014-15.4
2. There were differences in provision of student language acquisition programs (bilingual/dual language
or structured English Immersion) throughout the evaluation period (2014–2019). That is, some districts
and schools were refining or expanding their bilingual/dual language programs at the same time as this
evaluation project was being conducted.
4 Students in this study attended schools in districts that started SEAL implementation in 2013-14 and 2014-15.  Students in this study were enrolled in grade K in SEAL 
schools in 2014-15 (Cohort A), 2015-16 (Cohort B) and 2016-17 (Cohort C).  
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Part Two: Findings 
Change in Number of BIL and SEI Students at Each Proficiency Level from Pre- to Post-Assessment 
Tables 3, 4, and 5 present the number of students in BIL programs (bilingual, dual language immersion) in each 
cohort:  1) who scored at each of the LAS Links© proficiency levels on the pre-assessment; 2) the number of 
students at each level on the post-assessment; and, 3) the change in the number of students scoring at each 
proficiency  level from pre- to post-assessment, which was calculated by subtracting the number of students at 
pre-assessment from the number at post-assessment for each level. For instance, in Cohort A, four children 
began the pre-assessment in the above proficient level.  By the post-assessment, three students were at the 
above proficient level, for a decrease of one (-1) in the total number of students at that level from pre- to post-
assessment.  Similarly, the remaining proficiency levels are summarized for the BIL group with the pre-, post- 
and change-data.  Likewise, the data are summarized in the same way as the BIL group for the students in SEI 
programs.      
Table 3 
LAS Links© Change in Number of Cohort A Students by Proficiency Levels from Pre- to Post-Assessment 
LAS Links© Español 
proficiency level 
BIL Raw Score SEI Raw Score 
Pre Post Change Pre Post Change 
Above Proficient  4 3 -1 0 1 1 
Proficient 11 15 4 1 1 0 
Intermediate 8 5 -3 4 2 -2
Early Intermediate 3 2 -1 5 1 -4
Beginning 1 2 1 4 9 5 
Note.  n = 27 for BIL.  n = 14 for SEI.  Pre-test administered in grade 1, 2015-16.  Post-test administered in grade 4, 2018-19. 
Table 4 
LAS Links© Change in Number of Cohort B Students by Proficiency Levels from Pre- to Post-Assessment 
LAS Links© Español 
proficiency level 
BIL Raw Score SEI Raw Score 
Pre Post Change Pre Post Change 
Above Proficient  0 10 10 0 0 0 
Proficient 8 15 7 0 8 8 
Intermediate 12 2 -10 8 2 -6
Early Intermediate 10 1 -9 9 3 -6
Beginning 0 2 2 6 10 4 
Note.  n = 30 for BIL.  n = 23 for SEI.  Pre-test administered in grade K, 2015-16.  Post-test administered in grade 3, 2018-19.  
Table 5 
LAS Links© Change in Number of Cohort C Students by Proficiency Levels from Pre- to Post-Assessment 
LAS Links© Español 
proficiency level 
BIL Raw Score SEI Raw Score 
Pre Post Change Pre Post Change 
Above Proficient  0 1 1 0 0 0 
Proficient 4 9 5 0 0 0 
Intermediate 6 2 -4 2 2 0 
Early Intermediate 3 1 -2 5 0 -5
Beginning 0 0 0 3 8 5 
Note.  n = 13 for BIL.  n = 10 for SEI.  Pre-test administered in grade K, 2016-17.  Post-test administered in grade 2, 2018-19.  
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Utilizing the statistical tests described in Table 2, the pre-post differences between the BIL and SEI groups in the 
distribution of counts by proficiency level were analyzed.  Significant differences were found for Cohort B and 
Cohort C and are described in the findings below:   
 Findings 
 Are there significant differences between the BIL and SEI groups in the distribution of counts by proficiency 
level from pre- to post-assessment? 
Changes in Overall Proficiency Levels from Pre- to Post-Assessment 
This section describes the analysis to determine the changes in pre-post Overall proficiency levels on LAS Links© 
within the BIL and SEI groups, and comparing the two groups.   Figures 4-6 present the pre- and post-proficiency 
levels of the BIL group and the SEI group for each Cohort.   
Figure 4 
LAS Links© Español Overall Growth by Proficiency Level, Cohort A 
Cohort A 
The results by proficiency level are 
visually represented in Figure 4.  Students 
in BIL classrooms scored similarly from 
pre-to-post from grades 1 to 4, increasing 
from 56% to 67% in proficient and above 
proficient levels on LAS Links©. BIL 
students made greatest progress in 
moving from the intermediate to 
proficient level.  Overall, almost all BIL 
students maintained or further 
developed their Spanish language skills.  
Although few SEI students scored at 
proficient and above proficient as 
compared to the BIL group, the SEI group 
increased that number from 7% to 14%.  
By grade 4,  almost two-thirds of the 
group maintained at or regressed into the 
beginning level.  
Cohort A
•No statistically significant
difference, p = .077
Cohort B
•Yes, there is a statistically
significant difference in the
distributions by proficiency
levels for the two groups
(p = .028), with the BIL group
showing a greater increase in
proficiency from pre to post.
Cohort C
•Yes, there is a statistically
significant difference in the
distributions of proficiency
levels for the two groups,
(p < .001) with the BIL group
showing a greater increase in
proficiency from pre to post.
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Figure 5 
LAS Links© Español Overall Growth by Proficiency Level, Cohort B 
Cohort B 
Figure 5 presents the results by 
proficiency level for Cohort B. From 
grades K to 3, BIL students increased 
from 27% to 83% scoring proficient 
and above proficient.  Very few BIL 
students scored at the beginning and 
early intermediate levels. Only about 
7% regressed to a lower level.   
The percent of the  SEI group scoring 
proficient and above proficient, 
increased from 35% at pre-assessment 
in grade K  to 44% at post-assessment 
in grade 3. However, by grade 3, 43% 
of the group had maintained or 
regressed into the beginning 
proficiency level.    
Figure 6 
LAS Links© Español Overall Growth by Proficiency Level, Cohort C 
Cohort C 
BIL students scoring at proficient and 
above proficient increased from 31% 
at pre-test to 77% at post-test, as 
shown in Figure 6.  Only 8% of the 
group remained at the beginning level. 
A majority of the SEI group (80%) 
scoring at beginning and early 
intermediate on the pre-test 
regressed, scoring at the beginning 
level on the post.  The total percent of 
students scoring at the intermediate 
level on the pre-assessment (20%) 
remained the same on the post-
assessment. No SEI students improved 
their levels of proficiency.   
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The statistical tests described in Table 2 were utilized to determine if there is a significant difference in the 
changes in overall proficiency within each (BIL and SEI)  group.  This analysis is not a comparison of BIL to SEI 
groups; it compares each group’s progress from  pre-to post-assessment on overall mean scale scores, as shown 
in Table 6. 
Table 6 
Descriptive Statistics for LAS Links© Español Pre-Post Overall Proficiency Levels for Cohorts A, B, and C 
Cohort Program n Pre-Assessment Post-Assessment M SD M SD 
A BIL 27 3.52 1.01 3.56 1.05 
A SEI 14 2.14 0.95 1.86 1.35 
B BIL 30 2.93 0.79 4.00 1.08 
B SEI 23 2.09 0.79 2.35 1.37 
C BIL 13 3.08 0.76 3.77 0.73 
C SEI 10 1.90 0.74 1.40 0.84 
Findings 
Are there significant differences in the changes in Overall proficiency level  from pre- to post-assessment for 
students in each group? 
Overall, for all three cohorts, the BIL group is maintaining or further developing their Spanish skills, while SEI 
students are losing their Spanish language skills. 
Cohort A
•No statistically significant
difference for the BIL group
(p = .976)
•No statistically significant
difference for the SEI group
(p = .453)
Cohort B
•Yes, there is a statistically
significant difference in
proficiency level from pre to post
for the BIL group of students
(p < .001)
•There is no statistically significant
difference in proficiency level from
pre to post for the SEI
Cohort C
•Yes, there is a statistically
significant difference in proficiency
level from pre to post for the BIL
student group (p < .001)
•There is no statistically significant
difference in proficiency level from
pre to post for the SEI group
(p = .096)
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Comparison of SEI and BIL Post-Assessment Based on Mean Scale Scores 
LAS Links© assessment data was analyzed to determine if there were statistically significant differences between 
the mean scale scores of students in BIL and SEI programs.  The pre- and post-assessment means and standard 
deviations for BIL and SEI groups in each cohort,  along with the adjusted means for each cohort and group to 
account for differences in preassessment scores of the BIL an SEI groups, are presented in Table 7.  
Table 7 
Descriptive Statistics for LAS Links© Español Post Overall Proficiency for Cohorts A, B, and C 
Cohort Program n 
Post-Assessment Scale Scores 
Observed Mean Adjusted Mean SD 
A 
BIL 27 508.63 498.31 45.39 
SEI 14 428.64 448.55 71.15 
B 
BIL 30 517.73 503.72 41.63 
SEI 23 443.65 461.93 64.88 
C 
BIL 13 493.46 482.14 24.21 
SEI 10 392.80 407.52 44.71 
One-Way ANCOVA was utilized to account for initial differences between the BIL and SEI groups for each cohort. 
Complete data tables and results are detailed in Section 4 – Appendix P.  Results of the ANCOVA showed that:  
• Cohort A – There was a statistically significant difference (p = .012) in the adjusted post-assessment
means with the BIL group (M = 498.31) outperforming the SEI group (M = 448.55).  Pre-test scores had a
significant effect on post-test scores.
• Cohort B – There was a statistically significant difference (p < .01) in the adjusted post-assessment
means, with the BIL group (M = 503.72) outperforming the SEI group (M = 461.93).  Higher pre-test scores
were associated with higher post-test scores.
• Cohort C – There was a statistically significant difference (p < .001) in the adjusted post-assessment
means, with the BIL group (M = 482.14) outperforming the SEI group (M = 407.52).  Higher pre-test scores
were associated with higher post-test scores.
Following are the findings for the comparison of BIL and SEI groups on post-overall mean scale scores: 
 Findings 
 Are there significant differences in the comparison of post-overall mean scale scores across the two groups? 
Cohort A
•Yes. The BIL group scored
significantly higher than the
SEI group (p = .012)
Cohort B
•Yes. The BIL group scored
signficantly higher than the
SEI group (p < .001)
Cohort C
•Yes. The BIL group scored
signficantly higher than the
SEI group (p < .001)
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Part Three:  Summary of Findings and Implications 
Summary of Findings 
This research and evaluation brief reports on the quantitative analyses that answer the research question: What 
is the difference, if any, in growth in Spanish language development for students in BIL compared to SEI 
programs, based on pre and post assessment for three sample groups with annual data from 2016-19?    
The first analysis consisted of counts of students at each proficiency level for each group (BIL and SEI) in the pre- 
and post-assessments, and the change in each level from pre- to post- at each level, which was calculated by 
subtracting the number of students at pre-assessment from the number at post-assessment for each level. The 
results of the first analysis are the following: 
• Cohort A, BIL: As shown in Table 3 and Figure 4, Cohort A BIL students made the greatest progress in
moving from the intermediate to proficient level.  Overall, almost all BIL students maintained or further
developed their Spanish language skills.
• Cohort A, SEI:  Almost two-thirds of the SEI group remained at or regressed into the beginning level.
• Cohorts B and C, BIL:  As shown in Tables 4 and 5, and Figures 5 and 6, Cohorts B and C BIL students
showed significant differences in the distribution of counts per LAS Links© proficiency level from pre- to
post-assessment.  Compared to SEI students, a greater number of individual BIL students moved up into
higher proficiency levels from pre- to post-assessment and fewer moved downward into lower levels.
• Cohorts B and C, SEI:  As shown in Tables 4 and 5, and Figure 6, 43% of Cohort B  and 80% of Cohort C
SEI students remained at or regressed into the beginning level.
For the second analysis, the BIL group pre and post-assessments means, as shown in Table 6,  were compared 
to determine if there was a significant growth from pre  to post assessment for that group, and a similar analysis 
was conducted for the SEI group. The results of the second analysis showed: 
• Cohort A, BIL: The BIL group scored slightly higher on the post-assessment, but not significantly.
• Cohort A, SEI: The SEI group scored lower on the post assessment, but not significantly.
• Cohorts B and C, BIL: When comparing the pre- to post-assessment overall mean scale scores within the
each of the BIL and SEI groups, Cohorts B and C showed significant differences in the change in overall
proficiency for the BIL groups but not for SEI. This indicates that the BIL students in both cohorts
improved significantly while the SEI students did not.
• Cohorts B and C, SEI:  There was no significant difference from pre- to post-assessment for SEI students.
For the third analysis, comparing the pre and post-assessment means of BIL and SEI groups in Cohorts A, B, and 
C, the results in Table 7 show that there were significant differences on the LAS Links© post-assessment overall 
proficiency of the BIL and SEI students.  Across all three Cohorts, accounting for differences in the groups’ pre-
assessments, the BIL groups scored significantly higher than the SEI groups.    
Though there are some differences among the cohorts, overall, the summary of significant differences indicates 
that students in BIL programs are continuing to develop Spanish, their home language.  There are also indicators 
that students in SEI programs are not maintaining or developing their Spanish language skills, resulting in 
language loss.   
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Implications 
The results of this study support a conclusion that bilingual (including biliteracy and dual language) programs 
play a crucial role in lessening language loss and increasing development of the home language.  In considering 
the importance of nurturing bilingualism and biliteracy in young children before they lose knowledge and use 
of the home language, there needs to be greater encouragement and incentives for districts and schools to 
adopt, maintain and improve bilingual programs for their students.  
 
There are also implications for districts to support programs for parents to: 1) provide parents with the evidence 
of the value of learning in both languages; and, 2) encourage and support parents to engage in school, district 
and community leadership activities to develop and maintain bilingual programs. Increasing district and school 
capacity to provide effective bilingual programs  has implications for stronger pre-service and in-service 
programs to promote teachers’ language, culture, and pedagogical skills to teach in bilingual programs, with 
incentives to do so.  Strong bilingual programs, district and university efforts to create pathways to Seals of 
Biliteracy, and incentives for students to become bilingual teachers, could increase the number of bilingual 
teachers necessary for the increased need for bilingual programs.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This Brief is based on the 4-Year External Research and Evaluation Study 
by the Center for Equity for English Learners at Loyola Marymount University 
with Wexford Institute conducted for the Sobrato Family Foundation. 
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Introduction to the SEAL Model and the 4-Year Research and Evaluation Effort 
The Sobrato Early Academic Language Model (SEAL) is a preschool through third grade model that powerfully 
develops students’ language, literacy, and academic skills within the context of a whole-school initiative.  This 
intensive approach to language and literacy education is woven into all aspects of the school day where English 
Learners and native English students learn together.  The Model was first piloted in three schools in the Silicon 
Valley and an initial evaluation of the Model showed significant impact on student achievement, teacher 
practice, and parent literacy activities.  As a result of these pilot findings, SEAL developed a Replication Model, 
a comprehensive whole-school reform that is implemented systematically and that includes teachers, coaches, 
principals, district leaders, and families.  
Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute conducted an 
external evaluation of the SEAL preschool through third grade Replication Model from fall 2015–fall 2019. This 
comprehensive research and evaluation study focused on (1) Leader Perspectives and Depth of Implementation, 
(2) Teacher Development, and (3) Student Outcomes. Twelve districts and 67 schools across California
participated. This Research and Evaluation Final Report presents findings that will allow the SEAL team to
institute its short- and long-term evaluation and research agenda based on the SEAL Logic Model and desired
results for project management, decision-making, refinement, and expansion.
The SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report is comprised of five sections presented in a series of briefs (see 
Figure 1) to maximize usability for multiple stakeholders. This brief is part of Section 4. 
Figure 1 
SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report Overview 
Section 4, Brief 12 – Research Focus 
Over the few past decades, two educational issues have intersected with one another, while simultaneously 
gaining greater attention from policy makers, educators, and families:  1) early childhood education; and 2) the 
increased numbers of children with a home language other than English who are entering early childhood 
programs in preschool, pre-kindergarten (PreK), and traditional kindergarten (TK) as Dual Language Learners 
(DLL).  
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In 2016, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), in conjunction with the U.S. Department of 
Education (ED), issued a Policy Statement on Supporting the Development of Children Who Are Dual Language 
Learners in Early Childhood Programs1, which included a vision for supporting the development of those 
students, so that:  
 
“…all early childhood programs adequately and appropriately serve the diverse children and families that 
make up this country. Programs should foster their cognitive, linguistic, social emotional, and physical 
development and prepare them for success in school and beyond.”   
This policy statement went on to indicate that a variety of policies and actions, including the following, could 
support the attainment of the vision:   
• “Setting an expectation for high-quality and appropriate supports and services specifically designed
for young children who are DLLs;
• Increasing awareness about the benefits of bilingualism and the important role of home language
development;
• Reviewing the research on the unique strengths of and challenges faced by this population, and
strategies that are effective in promoting their learning and development.”
The SEAL Replication Model addresses this vision through the participation of PreK and TK teachers in the 
professional development programs with their K-3 colleagues, to support the use of evidence-based practices 
in PreK and TK instruction and to provide continuity between PreK, TK, and K-3 classrooms.  Research indicates 
that supporting bilingualism from early ages can have wide ranging benefits, from cognitive and social 
advantages early in life, to long term employment opportunities and competitiveness in the workplace later in 
life (Callahan & Gándara, 2014).2  Another crucial piece that is closely related to the HHS and ED vision is the 
need for DLL to retain and develop their home language in order to prevent language loss. 
The research and evaluation study measures language development of a sample of students who have Spanish 
as their home language, and who participated in SEAL PreK or TK classrooms in six districts during 2016-17. 
Using the preLAS© The Language Proficiency Assessment for Early Learners (preLAS©)3, in Spanish and English, 
for annual pre- and post-assessment data, the study focused on children’s Spanish language development and 
English language development. This study began in 2015-16, with a year of iterative planning and initial 
implementation to create the assessment process that would be conducted by external evaluators, Wexford 
Institute (Wexford), in collaboration with SEAL, and the participating SEAL districts and schools in 2016-17. 
PreK and TK Spanish and English Language Development Study 
Research and Evaluation Question 
What growth from pre to post assessments in Spanish and English Language development was made 
by samples of PreK and TK children in 2016-17? 
This research and evaluation brief present findings from the two-year, two-part study.  Within this brief, there 
are three parts.  Part One of the brief provides an overview of the study methods and participants.  Part Two 
includes a summary of the elements necessary for conducting the assessment and a summary of the PreK and 
TK student outcomes.  Part Three provides a summary of findings and implications.  
1 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (2016, June). Policy Statement on Supporting the Development of Children Who Are Dual Language Learners in Early 
Childhood Programs. Page 2. https://www.acf.hhs.gov/ecd/dual-language-learners  
2 Callahan, R. M., & Gándara, P. C. (Eds.). (2014). The bilingual advantage: Language, literacy and the US labor market (Vol 99). Multilingual Matters. 
3 preLAS Copyright 2020 by the Data Recognition Corporation. https://laslinks.com/prelas/
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Part One: Study Methods and Participants 
Purpose 
This study was designed to assess the development of Spanish and English oral language and pre-literacy skills 
of children in SEAL PreK and TK classrooms.  
Methods 
Wexford worked with SEAL and SEAL districts to develop and implement a two-part study to answer the research 
and evaluation question.  In 2015-16, the first part of the study included an iterative planning process and initial 
implementation to develop and refine the process for conducting the full student assessment in 2016-17.  The 
initial implementation included 
• identifying at least two SEAL districts to work with Wexford and SEAL to determine and initially
implement the elements of a process necessary to conduct the study,
• identifying the necessary elements of the study,
• creating a plan for and conduct an initial implementation of those elements, and
• using lessons learned during the initial implementation to refine the process and prepare for
implementation with more districts.
In 2016-17, the second part of the study used the refined process designed the year before to gather 
quantitative data of PreK and TK children from preLAS© assessments in both Spanish and English. The PreK and 
TK assessment and analyses were conducted during 2016-17, with pre-assessments conducted in the fall of 2016 
and post-assessments conducted in spring of 2017.     
There are two components to the preLAS© assessments, an Oral Language Fluency and Pre-Literacy.  The oral 
language fluency component, for children ages 4 to 6, includes assessment of:  
• listening comprehension
• expressive vocabulary
• expressive skills in syntax
• semantics
• morphology
The pre-literacy component, for children who were ages 5 and 6, includes receptive and expressive literacy skills 
in reading and writing.  Table 1 describes the score ranges for each of the Spanish and English proficiency levels 
and interpretation of numerical levels for children who were 4-years old and those who are 5-years old at the 
time the assessments were conducted. 
Table 1 
preLAS© English and Spanish: Component Proficiency Levels and Interpretation of Scores 
  preLAS© 
Component 
Total score 
ages 48-59 months 
Total score 
ages 60-83 months 
Proficiency 
level 
Interpretation of 
 numerical values 
Oral Language Fluency 0-56 0-61 1 Not fluent 
57-66 62-71 2 Limited fluency 
67-76 72-81 3 Limited fluency 
Fluent speaker 77-86 82-91 4 
87-100 92-100 5 Fluent speaker 
Pre-Literacy N/A 0-59 1 Low 
N/A 60-79 2 Mid-level 
N/A 80-100 3 High 
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If children were 5 years of age or older, they were assessed on the pre-literacy component.  Ten of the 73 Pre-
K children were age 5 on the dates the pre-literacy component was administered.  Fifty-six of the 66 TK children 
were age 5 on the dates the pre-literacy component was administered. (See Section 4 – Appendix Q) 
Pre- and post-assessment results were matched for preLAS© English and Spanish.  A Matched Pair t-Test or a 
Wilcoxon Matched Pairs Signed Rank Test was conducted on this data for each group, PreK and TK, to determine 
pre- and post-assessment mean differences. Pre and post results were also summarized by proficiency level for 
each of the preLAS© components. (See Section 4 – Appendix R)   
Participants 
During 2016-17, a convenience sample of children in PreK and TK, with Spanish as a home language, were 
assessed in English and Spanish. Wexford staff and assessors coordinated with district and site administrators 
to identify and assess the target numbers of children for each school.  A target number of children to be assessed 
was determined based on two factors: 1) the number of children in the identified teachers’ classrooms and 2) 
the number of student assessments that could be conducted during the time allocated by SEAL schools.  
Identified teachers’ classrooms were defined as the classrooms of PreK and TK teachers who had participated 
in SEAL professional development programs (identified in six SEAL districts).  A total of 86 PreK and 73 TK children 
were assessed.  Of those children who were assessed in both English and Spanish, 73 PreK children with 
matched pre- and post-assessment scores in five SEAL school districts, and 66 TK children with matched pre- 
and post- assessment scores in six SEAL school districts were selected for analysis.  The PreK and TK samples are 
described, with numbers by school district in Table 2. 
Table 2 
Number of Children Assessed, PreK and TK 2016-17 Matched Case Samples 
SEAL district Grade level of children assessed Total 
PreK TK 
Redwood City SD 16 12 28 
San Lorenzo USD 27 18 45 
Oak Grove SD 0 12 12 
San Rafael City Schools 10 9 19 
Mountain View ESD 8 12 20 
Santa Clara USD 12 3 15 
Total 73 66 139 
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Limitations 
Given that the SEAL Replication Model implementation occurred across cohorts, each beginning 
implementation during different time frames and while the model underwent continued refinement, any 
comparisons made in this brief should be interpreted with these limitations in mind: 
• The implementation of the SEAL Replication Model for SEAL districts and schools participating in this
study included those who began implementation in 2013-14, and those who began in 2014-15.4
• There were differences in provision of student language acquisition programs (bilingual/dual language
or structured English Immersion) throughout the evaluation period (2014–2019).  That is, some districts
and schools were refining or expanding their bilingual/dual language programs at the same time as this
evaluation project was being conducted.
Part Two:  Findings 
Year 2 PreK and TK Study Findings 
The following sections provide summaries of information on Spanish Language Development outcomes, and 
English Language Development outcomes, for PreK and TK children. 
PreK Spanish Language Development Outcomes 
The Spanish pre- and post-assessment results of the Oral Language Fluency component for the PreK student 
group are displayed in Figure 2.  Twenty percent of children moved up in proficiency level from pre- to post-
assessment, with almost 70% ending the year in limited and fluent levels. 
Figure 2 
preLAS© Spanish Pre-Post Oral Language Fluency - Grade PreK with Matched Scores (n = 73) 
4 Students in this study attended schools in districts that started SEAL implementation in 2013-14, 2014-15 and 2015-16.  Students in this study were enrolled in SEAL 
PreK and TK classrooms in 2016-17. 
SEAL Research & Evaluation Brief 12:  SEAL Students’ PreK and TK Spanish and English Language Development Outcomes  6 
Figure 3 presents the pre- and post-assessment analysis of the PreK matched sample for the Spanish Pre-Literacy 
component.  The PreK sample (n = 10) is very small because of only assessing children who were at least 5-years 
old on this component of the assessment.5  Eighty percent of children remained at the low-level of pre-literacy 
from pre- to post-assessment.  Only one student changed levels, moving from low to mid-level. 
Figure 3 
preLAS© Spanish Pre-Post Pre-Literacy - Grade PreK with Matched Scores (n = 10)  
The Spanish language development outcomes of children in PreK from pre- and post-assessment of the Oral 
Language Fluency and Pre-Literacy components are reported in Table 3 and Table 4.  The change in overall 
performance in Oral Language Fluency, from pre- to post-assessment for matched  scores, was analyzed using 
a Matched Pairs t-Test.  The change in overall performance in Pre-Literacy, from pre- to post-assessment for 
matched scores, was analyzed using a Wilcoxon Matched Pairs Signed Rank Test.  Because the data was not 
normally distributed, the Wilcoxon Test was utilized.   (See Section 4 – Appendix R) 
Table 3 
preLAS© Spanish Pre-Post Mean Raw Scores – Grade PreK 
preLAS© Spanish assessment 
component n 
Mean raw scores 
Pre Post Pre-post change 
Oral Language Fluency 73 53.6 61.7*** +8.1
***p < .001 
Table 4 
preLAS© Spanish Pre-Post Median Raw Scores – Grade PreK 
preLAS© Spanish assessment 
component n 
Median raw scores 
Pre Post Pre-post change 
Pre-Literacy 10 39.0 41.5 +2.5
Note.  Students are assessed on the Pre-literacy component if they are 5 years of age or older. 
Following is a summary of the findings about the comparison of the pre-post median raw scores for preLAS© 
PreK Spanish. 
5 The number of PreK children assessed on the pre-literacy components is small because children under 5-years old were not assessed on the pre-assessment.  They 
were assessed on the post-assessment if they had turned age 5 by the assessment date.  If they were not old enough to have a pre-assessment, they were not 
included in the group with pre- and post-matched scores. 
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Findings 
1. PreK Spanish Oral Language Fluency:  In comparing the pre- and post-mean raw scores, the
difference was statistically significant, t(72) = 4.22, p < .001, d = .49. The effect size6 of .49 indicates a 
moderate difference between the pre and post scores. 
2. PreK Spanish Pre-Literacy:  There was no significant difference found between pre- and post- median
raw scores. 
TK Spanish Language Development Outcomes 
A visual representation of the outcomes for TK Spanish Oral Language Fluency component is shown in Figure 4. 
By the post-assessment, there were 13% fewer students at the not fluent level, with an increase of 4% of 
children at the limited level, and increase of 9% of students at the fluent level.  Just over half of the children 
ended the year in limited and fluent levels, with almost half of the group at the not fluent level. 
Figure 4 
preLAS© Spanish Oral Language Fluency Outcomes – Grade TK with Matched Scores (n = 66) 
A visual representation of TK student outcomes on the Spanish Pre-Literacy component is provided in Figure 5. 
By the post-assessment, there were 25%  fewer children at the low level, with an increase of 18% of children at 
the mid-level, and an increase of 7% at the high level. However, almost 70% of children were  at the low level. 
Figure 5 
preLAS© Spanish Pre-Literacy Outcomes – Grade TK with Matched Scores (n = 56) 
6 While an analysis  of significance tells if there is a difference between two means, the analysis of effect size tells how strong a relationship there is between two or 
more sets of data.  In the comparison between two means, an effect size  of .2 is considered a small effect size, .5 is a moderate effect size and .8 is a large effect size. 
If two groups’ means do not differ by .2 standard deviations or more, the difference is trivial, even if it is statistically significant.
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Table 5 presents the Spanish language development mean raw scores for the TK student group.  Matched Pairs 
t-Tests were utilized to compare the pre- to post-assessments in Spanish Oral Language Fluency and Pre-Literacy
components in 2016-17.  (See Section 4 – Appendix R)
Table 5 
preLAS© Spanish Pre-Post Mean Raw Scores – Grade TK 
preLAS© Spanish assessment 
component n 
Mean raw scores 
Pre Post Pre-post change 
Oral Language Fluency 66 55.0    60.6*** +5.6
Pre-Literacy 56 32.6     44.6*** +12
***p < .001 
The following is a summary of findings for the pre-post comparison of mean raw scores for the preLAS© Spanish 
for TK: 
Findings 
1. TK Spanish Oral Language Fluency:  There was a significant difference between the pre- and post-
mean scores, t(65) = 3.57, p < .001, d = .44.  The effect size of .44 indicates a small difference 
between the pre- and post-assessments. 
2. TK Spanish Pre-Literacy:  There was a significant difference between the pre- and post-mean scores
t(55) = 6.79, p < .001, d = .91. The effect size of .91 indicates a large difference between the pre- and 
post-assessments. 
PreK English Language Development 
The pre- and post-assessment outcomes of the PreK children on the preLAS© English Oral Language component 
are presented in Figure 6.  By the post-assessment, there were 20% fewer children at the not fluent level, with 
an increase of 13% at the limited level, and an increase of 7% at the fluent level.   Sixty percent of children ended 
the year at limited and fluent levels, with 40% of children at the not fluent level. 
Figure 6 
preLAS© English Pre-Post Oral Language Fluency Outcomes – Grade PreK with Matched Scores (n = 73) 
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Figure 7 presents the pre- and post-
assessment analysis of the PreK matched 
sample for the English Pre-Literacy 
component.  The PreK sample (n = 10) is 
very small because only children who were 
at least 5-years old were assessed on this 
component of the assessment.7  Only one 
student moved from low to mid-level pre-
literacy level, while 90% remained in the 
low level. 
The raw scores and gains for the PreK 
English Oral-Language Fluency and Pre-
Literacy components are displayed in Table 
6 and Table 7. The change in overall 
performance level on the preLAS© English 
Oral Language Fluency component, from pre- to post-assessment for matched scores, was analyzed using a 
Wilcoxon Matched Pairs Signed Rank Test.  A Matched Pairs t-Test was utilized to determine the pre to post 
difference in overall performance on the preLAS© English Pre-Literacy component.  The full details of this 
analysis are found in Section 4 – Appendix R. 
Table 6  
preLAS© English Pre-Post Median Raw Scores – Grade PreK 
preLAS© English 
assessment component n 
Median raw scores 
Pre Post Median Pre-post change 
Oral language fluency 73 47 65*** +18
***p < .001 
Table 7  
preLAS© English Pre-Post Mean Raw Scores – Grade PreK 
preLAS© English 
assessment component n 
Mean raw scores 
Pre Post Mean Pre-post change 
Pre-literacy 10 35.6 52.2* +16.6
*p < .05 
Following is a summary of findings from the pre-post score comparison on the preLAS© English for PreK: 
Findings 
1. PreK English Oral Language Fluency:  There was a significant difference from pre-to post on the Oral language
fluency component for PreK students, Z = −5.61, p < .001, r = .66, p <. 001.  The effect size of .66 indicates a 
moderate difference between the pre and post scores. 
2. PreK English Pre-Literacy:  There was a significant difference between pre- and post-mean raw scores of PreK
children, t(9) = 3.22, p < .05, d = 1.02.  The effect size of 1.02 indicates a large difference between the mean 
pre and post scores. 
7 The number of PreK children assessed on the pre-literacy components is small because children under 5-years old were not assessed on the pre-assessment.  They 
were assessed on the post-assessment if they had turned age 5 by the assessment date.  If they were not old enough to have a pre-assessment, they were not 
included in the group with pre- and post-matched scores. 
Figure 7 
preLAS© English Pre-Post Pre-Literacy Outcomes 
Grade PreK with Matched Scores (n = 10) 
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TK English Language Development Outcomes 
The pre- and post-assessment outcomes of the TK matched sample for the English Oral Language Fluency 
component are displayed in Figure 8.  From pre to post, there was a decrease of 16% of students at the not 
fluent level, an increase of 14% at the limited level and an increase of 4% at the fluent level.  Close to 80% of 
children ended the year at limited and fluent levels. 
Figure 8 
preLAS© English Oral Language Fluency Outcomes – Grade TK with Matched Scores (n = 66) 
Figure 9 presents the pre- and post-assessment outcomes of the TK matched sample for the English Pre-Literacy 
component.  25% of the children moved to the mid and high levels.  However, about half of the children ended 
the year at the low-level at post-assessment. 
Figure 9 
preLAS© English Pre-Literacy Outcomes, Grade TK with Matched Scores (n = 56) 
The pre and post mean raw scores on the preLAS© English assessment for TK children are reported on Table 8. 
The pre- to post-assessments were analyzed utilizing Matched Pairs t-Tests and examined mean raw scores gains 
for English oral language fluency and pre-literacy levels.  (See Section 4 – Appendix R) 
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Table 8 
preLAS© English Pre-Post Mean Raw Scores, Grade TK 
preLAS© English assessment 
component n 
Mean raw scores 
Pre Post Pre-post change 
Oral language fluency 66 62.2 68.9*** +6.7
Pre-literacy 56 46.2 59.7*** +13.5
 ***p < .001 
The following is a summary of findings from the pre-post comparison of the mean raw scores on the preLAS© 
English for TK: 
Findings 
1. TK English Oral Language Fluency:  The difference between pre- and post-mean raw scores is
statistically significant, t(65) = 4.68, p < .001, d = .58.  The effect size of .58 indicates a moderate 
difference between the means. 
2. TK Pre-Literacy:  The difference between pre- and post-mean raw scores is statistically significant,
t(55) = 9.37, p < .001, d = 1.25.  The effect size of 1.25 indicates a large difference  between the 
means. 
Part Three:  Summary of Findings and Implications 
Summary of Findings 
Children showed significant changes from pre- to post-assessment in both English and Spanish. Results from the 
study indicate significant growth in Spanish and English oral language for PreK and TK children and significant 
growth in Spanish pre-literacy for TK children and English pre-literacy for PreK and TK children.  Although  there 
was not a significant difference in Spanish pre-literacy for PreK children (due to a small analysis group, n = 10), 
the children did make some growth from pre to post.  
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Large effects sizes (the difference between pre and post means) occurred in English pre-literacy for PreK (d = 
1.02) and TK (d = 1.25), and Spanish pre-literacy in TK (d = .91).  Moderate effect sizes were seen in oral language 
fluency for PreK Spanish (d = .49), PreK English  (r = .66) and TK English (d = .58) and small effects sizes were 
seen in TK Spanish oral language fluency (d = .44).  Moderate to large effect sizes denote greater differences 
between the pre and post means, indicating that SEAL PreK and TK student growth from pre to post-assessment 
was greater in areas with large effect sizes than those with small effect sizes.   
 
Figure 10 
preLAS© Summary of Significance Test Results 
  
 
Implications 
The results from the present study are relevant for the professional development training provided to early 
childhood educators, specifically, those serving children who are Spanish-speaking.  These results show the 
importance of implementing instructional practices that foster growth in both children’s Spanish and English 
language development to prevent language loss and promote bilingualism and biliteracy.  Previous research, 
as well as statements from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and the U.S. Department of 
Education, underscore the critical role of high-quality instruction in early childhood, bilingualism, and home 
language for young children’s development. The SEAL model, as highlighted by the results of this study, shows 
promise in addressing both the training needs of early childhood educators by providing high quality training 
that focuses on evidence-based instructional practices that foster home language development, bilingualism 
and biliteracy. 
This Brief is based on the 4-Year External Research and Evaluation Study 
by the Center for Equity for English Learners at Loyola Marymount University 
with Wexford Institute conducted for the Sobrato Family Foundation. 
 
  
  
http://www.wexford.org http://soe.lmu.edu/centers/ceel http://www.sobrato.com/SEAL 
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SEAL Districts and Schools 
The SEAL Replication Model was implemented in 67 schools across 12 districts, as shown in Table A1.  
Eleven of the 12 SEAL districts are represented in the student outcomes studies in Briefs 9-12.  Table 
A1 identifies the districts and schools by SEAL cohort—the year in which schools began SEAL training. 
Table A2 displays total school enrollment, the percent of English learners, percent of students eligible 
for free or reduced meals, and the percent of students that are socio-economically disadvantaged.  
 
S4. Table A1 
SEAL Districts and Schools by Cohort 
 Schools 
Districts Cohort 1 
Began SEAL in 2013-14 
Cohort 2 
Began SEAL in 2014-15 
Cohort 3 
Began SEAL in 2015-16 
Oak Grove School District Christopher ES 
Miner  
Edenvale  
Stipe  
Anderson  
Baldwin  
Del Roble  
Frost  
Glider  
Hayes  
Ledesma  
Parkview  
Sakamoto  
Santa Theresa  
Redwood City School District Selby Lane  
Taft  
Adelante  
Hawes  
Fair Oaks  
John Gill  
Roosevelt  
Orion  
San Lorenzo Unified School District Colonial Acres  
Corvallis  
Hesperian  
Hillside  
Grant  
Bay  
Dayton  
Del Rey  
Lorenzo Manor  
 
Santa Clara Unified School District George Mayne  
Scott Lane  
  
Franklin McKinley School District  Santee  
Los Arboles  
McKinley  
Dahl  
San Rafael City Schools   Coleman  
Sun Valley  
Venetia Valley  
Bahia Vista  
Laurel Dell  
San Pedro  
Mountain View School District  Cogswell 
Miramonte 
Parkview 
Baker  
La Primaria 
Maxson 
Monte Vista 
Payne  
Twin Lakes 
Voohris 
 
Berryessa Union School District   Cherrywood  
Laneview  
Summerdale  
Evergreen School District   Dove Hill  
Holly Oak  
Gilroy Unified School District   Eliot  
Glen View  
Milpitas Unified School District   Burnett 
Spangler 
Weller 
Fillmore Unified School District a   Mountain Vista 
Rio Vista 
Piru 
San Cayetano 
a Fillmore USD student data was not available and is not included in the Section 4 student outcome studies.  
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S4. Table A2  
2018-19 Enrollment by District and School  
SEAL districts and 
schools 
Grade  
levels 
Total  
school 
enrollment 
English 
learners 
Eligible for 
free and 
reduced meals 
Socio-
economically  
disadvantaged 
n % % % 
Oak Grove SD K-8 9877 25 40 42 
Christopher K-8 375 42 71 76 
Edenvale K-5 485 63 81 90 
Miner a K-6 437 48 68 70 
Stipe K-6 423 53 71 74 
Anderson K-6 514 34 52 54 
Baldwin K-6 485 18 42 43 
Del Roble K-8 556 28 41 43 
Frost K-8 638 12 24 24 
Glider a K-6 620 23 36 36 
Hayes K-6 592 35 60 61 
Ledesma K-6 494 18 26 26 
Parkview K-6 579 31 46 48 
Sakamoto K-6 639 14 15 15 
Santa Theresa K-6 623 20 29 30 
Redwood City SD K-8 8725 34 61 60 
Selby Lane K-8 730 46 79 82 
Taft K-5 279 56 90 92 
Adelante K-5 470 27 44 46 
Hawes K-5 312 55 88 93 
Fair Oaks K-5 219 70 91 94 
John Gill  K-5 275 35 57 58 
Orion K-5 229 11 25 25 
Roosevelt K-8 555 24 58 61 
San Lorenzo USD K-5 4592 44 63 65 
Colonial Acres K-5 564 58 79 64 
Corvallis K-5 472 39 62 56 
Grant K-5 403 38 55 76 
Hesperian K-5 551 48 74 85 
Hillside K-5 458 49 84 53 
Bay K-5 493 33 52 61 
Dayton K-5 449 45 60 58 
Del Rey K-5 520 37 57 72 
Lorenzo Manor K-5 569 46 70 64 
Santa Clara USD K-5 7729 35 37 38 
George Mayne ES K-5 493 43 61 63 
Scott Lane ES K-5 368 72 77 82 
San Rafael CS K-8 4614 46 60 64 
Coleman K-5 405 38 53 53 
Sun Valley K-5 501 15 18 18 
Venetia Valley K-8 677 59 79 81 
Section 4 | Appendix A    3 
SEAL districts and 
schools 
Grade  
levels 
Total  
school 
enrollment 
English 
Learners 
Eligible for 
free and 
reduced meals 
Socio-
economically  
disadvantaged 
n % % % 
San Rafael CS      
Bahia Vista K-5 557 84 83 91 
Laurel Del K-5 183 66 71 80 
San Pedro K-5 522 85 76 85 
Mountain View SD K-8 6346 55 92 94 
Cogswell K-6 488 66 96 97 
Miramonte K-6 432 67 92 94 
Parkview K-6 743 64 94 94 
Baker K-6 497 62 90 91 
La Primaria K-5 285 47 84 85 
Maxson K-6 503 61 93 94 
Monte Vista K-8 630 42 83 86 
Payne K-6 470 69 93 96 
Twin Lakes K-6 376 52 95 95 
Voohris K-6 398 57 94 96 
Franklin McKinley SD K-8 10275 44 74 77 
Los Arboles K-3 353 67 85 88 
McKinley K-6 286 71 86 91 
Santee K-6 423 72 92 96 
Dahl K-6 549 55 80 82 
Berryessa Union SD K-5 4528 42 31 32 
Cherrywood K-5 391 39 30 31 
Laneview K-5 373 45 35 36 
Summerdale K-5 403 41 34 35 
Evergreen SD K-6 8031 28 29 31 
Dove Hill K-6 420 41 59 64 
Holly Oak K-6 562 38 45 49 
Gilroy USD K-5 1751 34 55 58 
Eliot ES K-5 439 62 87 89 
Glen View  K-5 517 51 82 84 
Milpitas USD K-6 5347 37 31 33 
Burnett K-6 539 41 34 35 
Spangler K-6 589 34 28 30 
Weller K-6 454 38 39 94 
Note. Data source for all school enrollment information on this table: California Department of Education DataQuest (2020), 
https://data1.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/ 
a Data for Miner ES and Glider ES is for the 2017-18 school year.  This is the last year these schools were in operation before closing.  
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Study Limitations 
 
Student Outcomes Study #1 (Brief 9) and Student Outcomes Study #2 (Brief 10) 
The limitations of these studies included: 
• The SEAL Replication Model implementation occurred across three cohorts of students that 
each began implementation during different time frames
• 1 and while the model underwent continued refinement.   
• In spring 2018, California replaced CELDT, the state English language proficiency assessment, 
with the ELPAC. The transition included teacher training to conduct the assessments, 
preparation for and assessing the students, which may not have been done consistently across 
schools and districts. 
• Beginning with the 2018-19 ELPAC administration, the threshold scale scores were adjusted by 
California’s State Board of Education.  Therefore, performance level data for 2017-18 were 
recoded with 2018-19 performance level ranges in order to be able to make comparisons 
between the two years of data.  (See Section 4 – Appendix I) 
• Systematic collection of professional learning attendance records for teachers and leaders 
became more consistent as the evaluation project evolved; as such, evaluators relied on project 
leads or self-reported attendance records to verify minimum professional learning completion 
targets.  
• There were differences in provision of student language acquisition programs (bilingual/dual 
language or primarily English) throughout the evaluation period (2014–2019).  That is, some 
districts and schools were refining or expanding their bilingual/dual language programs at the 
same time as this evaluation project was being conducted. 
• For student data, there were differences in district data systems and in the expertise of district 
staff who were providing data sets for longitudinal analyses, increasing data points that needed 
to be reconciled, or that were not available. 
• Although districts follow the state criteria for reclassification of ELs to RFEP, there are 
differences in how these criteria are implemented.  (See Section 4 – Appendix E) 
 
 
Student Outcomes Study #3 (Brief 11)  
Given that the SEAL Replication Model implementation occurred across cohorts, each beginning 
implementation during different time frames and while the model underwent continued refinement, 
any comparisons made in this brief should be interpreted with these limitations in mind: 
• The implementation of the SEAL Replication Model for SEAL districts and schools participating 
in this study included those who began implementation in 2013-14, and those who began in 
2014-15.2 
• There were differences in provision of student language acquisition programs (bilingual/dual 
language or structured English Immersion) throughout the evaluation period (2014–2019). That 
is, some districts and schools were refining or expanding their bilingual/dual language programs 
at the same time as this evaluation project was being conducted.  
                                               
1 For Study #1–Brief 9 and Study #2–Brief 10, students in the study attended schools in districts that started SEAL implementation in 2014-15 and 2015-
16.  Students in this study were enrolled in grade K in SEAL schools in 2014-15 (Group A), 2015-16 (Group B), and 2016-17 (Group C). 
2 For Study #3–Brief 11, students in the study attended schools in districts that started SEAL implementation in 2013-14 and 2014-15.  Students in this 
study were enrolled in grade K in SEAL schools in 2014-15 (Cohort A), 2015-16 (Cohort B), and 2016-17 (Cohort C). 
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• Systematic collection of student enrollment, langue classification, and program data was 
inconsistent from district to district and school to school. 
• Systematic collection of professional learning attendance records for teachers and leaders 
became more consistent as the evaluation project evolved; as such, evaluators relied on project 
leads or self-reported attendance records to verify minimum professional learning completion 
targets.  
• Variations within and across districts in the supervision and experience of assessors who 
conducted the LAS Links© assessment of young students. 
• For student data, there were differences in district data systems and in the expertise of district 
and school staff who were providing data related to student identification numbers, student 
language classification and program of instruction. 
 
 
Student Outcomes Study #4 (Brief 12)  
Given that the SEAL Replication Model implementation occurred across cohorts, each beginning 
implementation during different time frames and while the model underwent continued refinement, 
any comparisons made in this brief should be interpreted with these limitations in mind: 
• The implementation of the SEAL Replication Model for SEAL districts and schools participating 
in this study included those who began implementation in 2013-14, and those who began in 
2014-15.3 
• There were differences in provision of student language acquisition programs (bilingual/dual 
language or structured English Immersion) throughout the evaluation period (2014–2019).  That 
is, some districts and schools were refining or expanding their bilingual/dual language programs 
at the same time as this evaluation project was being conducted.  
• Systematic collection of student enrollment, language classification, and program data was 
inconsistent from district to district and school to school, with greater difficulties is retrieving 
data from SEAL preschools that were not part of a SEAL District. 
• Systematic collection of professional learning attendance records for teachers and leaders 
became more consistent as the evaluation project evolved; as such, evaluators relied on project 
leads or self-reported attendance records to verify minimum professional learning completion 
targets.  
• Variations occurred within and across districts in the supervision and experience of assessors 
who conducted the preLAS© English and Spanish assessment of young children.     
• For student data, there were differences in district data systems and in the expertise of district 
staff who were providing data to Wexford related to student identification numbers, student 
language classification and program. 
 
 
                                               
3 For Study #4–Brief 12, students in the study attended schools in districts that started SEAL implementation in 2013-14, 2014-15 and 2015-16.  Students 
in this study were enrolled in SEAL PreK and TK classrooms in 2016-17. 
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Description of Student Cohorts and SEAL Cohort Treatment 
The evaluation of SEAL student outcomes is comprised of student cohorts for whom data was collected 
over a three- to five-year period.  The cohorts are named to identify the SEAL cohort that the students’ 
teachers belong to, and the school year the students began in kindergarten (or grade K) with those 
teachers, for example: 
• Cohort 1b (2014-15) indicates the cohort of students  
o whose teachers/school began in Cohort 1 of the SEAL Replication Model, and 
o who began kindergarten in 2014-15. 
 
Naming the student cohorts in this way, allows us to connect each student cohort with the amount of 
treatment received each year, and every year the children are in that cohort: 
• Full or partial treatment status is determined by how much of the two-year professional 
development (PD) cycle the teachers completed before the beginning of the school year for 
each student cohort being taught by that teacher in that school year:  
o Each year, a student’s grade K, 1, 2, or 3 teacher may have completed zero, one, or two 
years of the two-year PD cycle 
o Each year a cohort of children are deemed to have experienced partial treatment if the 
classroom teacher has completed zero or one year of PD 
o Each year a cohort of children has experienced full treatment if the classroom teacher 
has completed the two years of PD by the beginning of that school year 
o Longitudinally, a student cohort has experienced full treatment only if their teacher for 
each grade level has completed two years of training prior to the student cohort 
entering that grade level  
 
The calculations for each student cohort are based on the definition above and the information below, 
for example: 
• Treatment rate for kindergarten – a student cohort has a teacher in grade K who might have 
completed zero, one, or two years of PD out of a possible two years; if the teacher has completed 
zero years of PD, the student cohort treatment rate would be zero out of two or 0% 
• As that student cohort moves on to grade 1, if the teacher has completed one year of PD, the 
student cohort treatment rate is cumulative, and teachers of this cohort would have had zero 
years of PD out of a possible two for grade K, and one year of PD out of a possible two for grade 
1, for an overall rate of one (0+1) year out of a possible four (2+2) years.  That would be a student 
cohort treatment rate (or a total teacher PD rate) equal to one out of four years or 25% 
• In grade 2, student cohorts could have teachers with up to a combined six years of PD.  Two with 
their grade K teacher, two with their grade 1 teacher, two with their grade 2 teacher. 
• In grade 3, student cohorts could have teachers with up to a combined eight years of PD. 
 
These rates are important in order to know if a student cohort has an almost full (88%) or full (100%) 
treatment rate during grades K-3 and to determine any correlations between the student cohort 
treatment rate and longitudinal student outcomes.  Table C1 shows the treatment rate for Cohorts 1, 
2, and 3.   
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S4. Table C1 
Calculation of SEAL Student Cohort Treatment Rates  
Student cohort  
treatment rate 
Percent of teacher PD completed at beginning of each school year 
2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 
Cohort 1a 
Partial 
0 of 2 yrs =  
0% 
1 of 4 yrs = 
25% 
2 of 6 yrs= 
33% 
4 of 8 yrs = 
50%   
Cohort 1b 
Almost Full -- 
1 of 2 yrs = 
50% 
3 of 4 yrs = 
75% 
5 of 6 yrs = 
83% 
7 of 8 yrs = 
88%  
Cohort 1c 
Full  -- -- 
2 of 2 yrs = 
100% 
4 of 4 yrs = 
100% 
6 of 6 yrs = 
100% 
8 of 8 yrs =  
100%  
Cohort 2a 
Partial -- 
0 of 2 yrs =  
0% 
 1 of 4 yrs = 
25% 
2 of 6 yrs = 
33% 
4 of 8 yrs = 
50%  
Cohort 2b 
Almost Full -- -- 
1 of 2 yrs = 
50% 
3 of 4 yrs = 
75% 
5 of 6 yrs = 
83% 
7 of 8 = 
88% 
Cohort 2c 
Full -- -- -- 
2 of 2 yrs = 
100% 
4 of 4 yrs = 
100%  
6 of 6 = 
100%  
Cohort 3a 
Partial -- -- 
0 of 2 yrs =  
0% 
 1 of 4 yrs = 
25% 
2 of 6 yrs = 
33% 
4 of 8 = 
50% 
Cohort 3b 
Almost Full -- --  
1 of 2 yrs = 
50% 
3 of 4 yrs = 
75% 
5 of 6 yrs = 
83% 
Cohort 3c 
Full  -- -- -- -- 
2 of 2 yrs = 
100% 
4 of 4 = 
100% 
 
 
Table C2 summarizes the SEAL treatment rates for each SEAL student cohort and describes the SEAL 
treatment—the amount of training their teachers received.  For student outcomes Study 1 (Brief 9) and 
Study 2 (Brief 10), student sample groups include students that received full or almost full SEAL 
treatment. 
 
S4. Table C2  
Description of SEAL Treatment by Student Cohort 
Student cohort 
Treatment rate  
SEAL student 
cohorts 
Year in 
Grade K 
Year in 
Grade 3 Description of SEAL treatment  
Full  
100% 
1c 
2c 
3c 
2015-16 
2016-17 
2017-18 
2018-19 
2019-20 
2020-21 
In grades K-3, students are in classrooms of 
teachers who have had the full two years of 
SEAL PD. 
Almost Full  
83%-88% 
1b 
2b 
3b 
2014-15 
2015-16 
2016-17 
2017-18 
2018-19 
2019-20 
In grade K, students are in classrooms of 
teachers who have had 1 year of SEAL PD; and, 
in grades 1-3, in classrooms of teachers who 
have had the full two years of SEAL PD.  
Partial  
50% 
1a 
2a 
3a 
2013-14 
2014-15 
2015-16 
2016-17 
2017-18 
2018-19 
In grade K-2, students are in classrooms of 
teachers who have had one year of SEAL PD; 
and, in grade 3, in classrooms of teachers who 
have had the full two years of SEAL PD. 
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Student Outcomes Studies #1 and #2: SEAL Student Sample  
 
Student records from eleven1  SEAL Districts were collected to evaluate the student outcomes of 
students taught by SEAL teachers from 2014-15 through 2018-19.  The student data is, therefore, 
longitudinally matched for these students.  SEAL student evaluation groups were formed based on the 
year they began kindergarten (or grade K) and the amount of training teachers would have completed.  
For student outcomes Study 1 (Brief 9) and Study 2 (Brief 10), student sample Groups A, B, and C include 
student cohorts that received full or almost full SEAL treatment.  Table D1 describes each sample group 
and provides an overview of the outcome data included in these studies.  All three groups have CELDT 
and ELPAC assessment data; Group A and B include SBAC data.  
 
S4. Table D1 
SEAL Student Sample Groups for Student Outcomes Studies  
Student 
sample 
groups 
SEAL 
cohort 
Years attended 
SEAL school 
Grade levels 
represented 
Outcome data 
included in this analysis 
A 1b 2014-15 to 2018-19 K-4 CELDT-ELPAC:  Gr K-4 
SBAC:  Gr 3 and 4 
B 1c, 2b 2015-16 to 2018-19 K-3 CELDT-ELPAC:  Gr K-3 
SBAC: Gr 3 
C 2c, 3b 2016-17 to 2018-19 K-2 CELDT-ELPAC: Gr K-2 
 
 
Table D2 describes the three student sample groups and identifies the year in which teachers had 
already completed the two-year SEAL PD and are considered fully trained.  Shaded cells indicate the 
school years in which students were in classrooms with a fully-trained SEAL teacher.   
  
S4. Table D2 
Grade Level and Teacher Training Description of Student Sample Groups 
Student Sample 
Group 
SEAL 
Cohort 
Student grade level and year 
2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 
A 1B 
K 
Training Yr 2  
1 
Fully Trained  
2 
Fully Trained  
3 
Fully Trained  
4 
 
B 
1C  
 
K 
Fully Trained  
1 
Fully Trained  
2 
Fully Trained  
3 
Fully Trained 
2B  K Training Yr 2 
1 
Fully Trained 
2 
Fully Trained 
3 
Fully Trained 
C 
2C   
 K 
Fully Trained 
1 
Fully Trained 
2 
Fully Trained 
3B   K Training Yr 2 
1 
Fully Trained 
2 
Fully Trained 
Note.  The shaded areas show grades/years in which students are in classrooms with SEAL Teachers that completed the two years of 
SEAL PD, and are considered to be fully trained.  
                                               
1 A total of 12 districts participated in the SEAL Replication Model, from 2013-14 through 2018-19.  Eleven of the 12 districts provided data for all years 
requested and are included in this analysis of data in this brief.  
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Selection of Student Records for Sample Groups A, B, and C 
Eleven (of 12) SEAL districts provided Wexford Institute with over 17,000 student records for grade K-
5 students enrolled in Cohorts 1, 2, and 3 SEAL replication school sites.  These records include student 
demographics and student assessment information for school years, 2013-14 through 2018-19.  Figure 
C1 provides a visual representation of the process utilized to determine the student sample groups.  
 
S4. Figure D1 
Student Sample Groups Selected for Analysis 
The blue circle shows the total 
number of student records collected 
from the 11 SEAL districts 
participating in the SEAL Replication 
Model from 2013-2019.  Student 
records were categorized by SEAL 
cohort, determined by the school and 
year they began grade K, represented 
by the pink circle.  Of the records in 
SEAL student cohorts 1A-1C, 2A-2C, 
and 3A-3C, five groups were selected 
based on the amount of SEAL cohort 
treatment, shown in the green circle. 
(Refer to Section 4 – Appendix C for 
information on the cohort treatment 
rates.) The innermost circle 
represents the three student sample 
groups (A+B+C, N = 5175) selected for 
the student outcomes analyses.  
 
 
 
Table D3 identifies the number of student records for each sample group and the number of records 
that were selected for analysis.    
 
S4. Table D3 
Number of Student Records by Student Sample Group  
Student sample group Assigned to sample group Selected for analysis 
A 903 586 
B 2505 1880 
C 3360 2709 
Total 6768 5175 
 
 
Student Sample Group Totals by District and School 
Tables C4-C6 summarize the total number of SEAL students selected for analysis, by sample group, 
district, and school.  For each group, the total number of students by school is shown for their first 
year of enrollment (grade K) and their final grade in 2018-19.  Also displayed are the corresponding 
grade level enrollment counts for the whole school in 2018-19.  Each table provides information on 
District Data
11 Districts, 67 Schools
N = 17163
SEAL Student Cohorts 
1A-1B-1C • 2A-2B-2C  
3A-3B-3C
N = 7795
Select Student 
Cohort Groups 
1B, 1C, 2B, 2C, 3B
N = 6768
Student Sample 
Groups Selected 
for Analysis
A  • B • C
N = 5175
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school closures and student transfers to other SEAL schools.  Please note: Student counts at schools 
that are shaded on these tables are not part of the cohort for each group, therefore school enrollment 
is not included.  These students either started grade K or completed grade 4 at one of these SEAL 
schools and then transferred to or from the schools in the cohort.  In some cases, SEAL schools closed 
and students may have transferred to another SEAL schools in other SEAL cohorts or to a non-SEAL 
school.  These students are still considered to have been enrolled continuously in a SEAL school since 
grade K.  
 
S4. Table D4 
Group A - Study Total and School Enrollment  
District and 
schools 
Grade K – 2014-15 Grade 4 – 2018-19 
Student group  
A  
School  
enrollment  
Student group 
A 
School 
enrollment  
Oak Grove SD 
Christopher  16 41 19 30 
Edenvale  33 92 36 52 
Miner a  33 79   0 0 
Stipe 34 68 42 57 
Anderson b 0  10  
Del Roble c 1  0  
Glider d 9  0  
Hayes e 3  14  
Oak Ridge f 0  8  
Total 129 280 129 139 
Redwood City SD 
Selby Lane 47 127 47 66 
Taft 38 110 38 52 
Total 85 237 85 118 
San Lorenzo USD 
Colonial Acres 77 134 76 100 
Corvallis  48 95 55 78 
Grant 42 88 41 62 
Hesperian 65 137 71 99 
Hillside 46 107 44 73 
Bay g 2  0  
Dayton h 4  0  
Del Rey i 2  0  
Lorenzo Manor j 1  0  
Total 287 561 975 412 
Santa Clara USD 
George Mayne 60 89 59 88 
Scott Lane 25 84 26 52 
Total 85 173 85 140 
a Miner closed in 2018-19. Students moved to Anderson, Edenvale, Hayes, and Oak Ridge in gr 4.  
b Students moved from Miner to Anderson.  
c Student moved to Christopher ES in gr 1. 
d Students moved to Stipe in gr 4. 
e Students moved to Edenvale in gr 1.  
f Students moved from Miner to Oak Ridge (a non-SEAL school) in gr 4.  
g Students moved to Corvallis in gr 2 and Hesperian in gr 1. 
h Three students moved to Corvallis in gr 1 and 1 student moved to Hesperian in gr 2.  
i One student moved to Corvallis in gr 4 and 1 student moved to Hesperian in gr 2.  
j Student moved to Hesperian in gr 1.  
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S4. Table D5 
Group B - Study Total and School Enrollment  
District and 
schools 
Grade K – 2015-16 Grade 3 – 2018-19 
Student group  
B  
School  
enrollment  
Student group 
B 
School 
enrollment  
Franklin McKinley SD     
Santee 42 77 42 56 
McKinley  28 54 27 51 
Los Arboles K-3  53 123 54 102 
Total 123 254 123 209 
Mountain View SD     
Cogswell 53 89 53 65 
Miramonte 47 96 46 57 
Parkview 98 155 97 119 
Baker a 0  1  
Maxson b 2  1  
Monte Vista c 0  1  
Payne d 2  0  
Twin Lakes e 0  1  
Voorhis f 0  3  
Total 202 340 203 241 
Oak Grove SD     
Christopher 32 43 30 44 
Edenvale 48 84 48 71 
Miner g 34 86 0 0 
Stipe 50 69 59 70 
Anderson 60 87 38 70 
Baldwin 32 76 48 65 
Del Roble 32 85 63 87 
Frost 38 87 40 107 
Glider g 58 87 0 0 
Hayes 34 58 54 81 
Ledesma 41 62 49 61 
Parkview 48 100 51 82 
Sakamoto h 2  14  
Santa Theresa g, i 3  3  
Oak Ridge j 0  7  
Taylor k 0  7  
Total 511 924 511 738 
a Student moved to Baker in gr 2.  
b One student moved to Parkview in gr 1, one student moved to Miramonte in gr 1, and one student moved from Parkview to Maxson 
in gr 1.  
c Student moved from Miramonte to Monte Vista in gr 4.  
d One student moved to Parkview in gr 1 and one student moved to Cogswell in gr 1.  
e Student moved from Parkview to Twin Lakes in gr 3.  
f Students moved from Miramonte to Voorhis in gr 3. 
g Miner and Glider closed in 2018-19.  Three students moved from Glider to Santa Theresa in gr 3 and 14 moved to Sakamoto in gr 3.  
h Two students moved to Hayes and Stipe in gr 3.   
i One student moved to Frost in gr 1 and two moved to Ledesma in gr 3.   
j Students moved from Miner (school closed in 2018-19) to Oak Ridge (a non-SEAL school) in gr 3.  
k Students moved from Glider (school closed in 2018-19) to Taylor (a non-SEAL school) in gr 3.  
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District and 
schools 
Grade K – 2015-16 Grade 3 – 2018-19 
Student group  
B  
School  
enrollment  
Student group  
B 
School 
enrollment  
Redwood City SD     
Selby Lane 57 111 60 93 
Taft 45 89 43 51 
Adelante 57 83 56 68 
Hawes 35 49 37 48 
Fair Oaks h 1  0  
John Gill h 1  0  
Total 196 332 196 260 
San Lorenzo USD     
Colonial Acres 72 117 72 90 
Corvallis 58 94 58 76 
Grant 50 81 48 68 
Hesperian 74 130 76 104 
Hillside 47 105 46 71 
Bay 71 101 72 83 
Dayton 62 82 63 80 
Del Rey 60 96 64 83 
Lorenzo Manor 80 122 75 101 
Total 574 928 574 756 
San Rafael City Schools     
Venetia Valley 53 94 53 69 
Sun Valley 63 89 63 88 
Coleman 54 69 54 70 
Total 170 252 170 227 
Santa Clara USD     
George Mayne 62 92 62 84 
Scott Lane 41 106 41 50 
Total 103 198 103 134 
h Student moved to Selby Lane in gr 1.  
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S4. Table D6 
Group C - Study Total and School Enrollment  
District and 
schools 
Grade K – 2016-17 Grade 2 – 2018-19 
Student group  
C  
School  
enrollment  
Student group  
C 
School 
enrollment  
Berryessa Union SD     
Laneview 56 69 57 71 
Summerdale 48 60 46 60 
Cherrywood 34 63 35 50 
Total 138 192 138 181 
Evergreen SD     
Dove Hill 37 69 37 50 
Holly Oak 55 86 55 77 
Total 92 155 92 127 
Franklin McKinley SD     
Santee 49 77 49 74 
McKinley 29 50 29 46 
Los Arboles K-3  64 118 64 87 
Dahl 34 83 34 57 
Total 176 328 176 264 
Gilroy USD     
Eliot 61 104 70 66 
Glen View 68 92 59 92 
Total 129 196 129 158 
Mountain View SD     
Cogswell 58 96 53 65 
Miramonte 52 105 51 63 
Parkview 81 151 80 96 
Baker 76 112 83 94 
La Primaria 32 68 33 45 
Maxson 52 95 52 63 
Monte Vista 65 106 67 76 
Payne 58 91 56 67 
Twin Lakes 40 81 37 42 
Voorhis 59 96 61 69 
Total 573 1001 573 680 
Redwood City SD     
Adelante 67 77 66 84 
Hawes 38 51 38 49 
Roosevelt 44 84 46 58 
Orion 42 51 42 50 
John Gill 40 52 39 42 
Fair Oaks 33 71 33 42 
Total 264 386 264 325 
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District and  
schools 
Grade K – 2016-17 Grade 2 – 2018-19 
Student group 
C  
School  
enrollment  
Student group 
C 
School 
enrollment  
Milpitas USD     
Burnett 53 95 52 64 
Spangler 66 112 61 77 
Weller 39 73 45 58 
Total 158 280 158 199 
San Rafael City Schools     
Venetia Valley ES 58 99 57 74 
Sun Valley ES 66 88 67 81 
Coleman ES 52 69 52 67 
Bahia Vista ES 85 95 85 93 
San Pedro ES 81 107 81 91 
Laurel Dell ES 39 68 39 45 
Total 381 526 381 451 
Oak Grove SD     
Anderson ES 81 114 40 60 
Baldwin ES 39 77 60 79 
Del Roble ES 38 71 72 96 
Frost ES 45 107 44 110 
Glider ES a 67 79 0 0 
Hayes ES 38 57 34 74 
Ledesma ES 39 54 50 73 
Parkview ES 61 101 73 82 
Sakamoto ES 58 70 68 81 
Santa Theresa ES 67 108 67 88 
Miner ES b 1  0  
Stipe c  0  10  
Taylor ES d 0  15  
Oak Ridge e 0  1  
Total 534 838 534 743 
San Lorenzo USD     
Bay ES 66 93 65 80 
Dayton ES 53 78 55 65 
Del Rey ES 63 95 72 90 
Lorenzo Manor ES 77 124 72 94 
Corvallis ES f 1  0  
Colonial Acres ES g 3  0  
Hillside ES h 1  0 75 
Total 264 390 264 329 
a Glider closed in 2018-19.  
b Miner closed in 2018-19.  Student moved to Hayes in gr 1.  
c Students moved from Glider (closed in 2018-19) to Stipe in gr 2.  
d Students moved from Glider (closed in 2018-19) to Taylor (a non-SEAL school) in gr 2. 
e Student moved from Glider (closed in 2018-19) to Oak Ridge (a non-SEAL school) in gr 2.  
f Student moved to Dayton in gr 1.  
g Two students moved to Del Rey in gr 1. One student moved to Dayton in gr 1.  
h Student moved to Lorenzo Manor in gr 1.  
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Tables C7-C10 present student sample group totals by race/ethnicity, gender, annual special 
education status, and home language totals.  
 
S4. Table D7  
Race/Ethnicity Totals by Student Sample Group 
Item Race/ethnicity total by sample group Total 
A B C 
African-American/Black 26 
(4%) 
65 
3% 
55 
2% 
146 
3% 
Asian 56 
10%  
242 
13%  
436 
16%  
734 
14%  
Filipino 22 
4% 
44 
2% 
93 
3% 
159 
3% 
Hispanic/Latino 433 
74% 
1268 
67% 
1733 
64% 
3434 
66% 
Native American or Alaska Native 0 
0% 
3 
0.2% 
10 
0.4% 
13 
0.3% 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 6 
1% 
15 
1% 
14 
1% 
35 
1% 
White 32 
5% 
200 
11% 
306 
11% 
538 
10% 
Two or more races 9 
2% 
40 
2% 
54 
2% 
103 
2% 
Not specified/data not available 2 
0.3% 
3 
0.2% 
8 
0.3% 
13 
0.3% 
Total 586 
100% 
1880 
100% 
2709 
100% 
5175 
100% 
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S4. Table D8  
Gender Totals by Student Sample Group 
Gender 
Total by sample group 
Total 
A B C 
Female 298 
(51%) 
944 
(50%) 
1353 
(50%) 
2595 
(50%)  
Male 288 
(49%)  
936 
(50%)  
1356 
(50%)  
2580 
(50%)  
Total 586 
(100%) 
1880 
(100%) 
2709 
(100%) 
5175 
(100%)  
 
 
 
 
S4. Table D9  
Annual Special Education Totals by Student Sample Group 
School Year Special education status by sample group 
A B  C 
2014-15 13 
(2.2%) 
30 
(1.6%) 
24 
(0.9%) 
2015-16 19 
(3.2%) 
91 
(4.8%) 
35 
(1.3%) 
2016-17 27 
(4.6%) 
112 
(6.0%) 
212 
(7.8%) 
2017-18 31 
(5.3%) 
132 
(7.0%) 
206 
(7.6%) 
2018-19 41 
(7.0%) 
176 
(9.4%) 
258 
(9.5%) 
Note.  Districts identified students each year as having received special education services but did not specify the type of special 
education services provided.  Percentages are calculated by dividing each total by the total number in the sample group.   
Group A, N = 586.  Group B, N = 1880.  Group C, N = 2709. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S4. Table D10  
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Home Language Totals by Student Sample Group 
Home Language Total by sample group Total A B C 
Arabic 3 3 2 8 
Assyrian 1 0 0 1 
Bulgarian 0 0 1 1 
Burmese 0 1 1 2 
Cambodian 0 0 1 1 
Cantonese 19 47 48 114 
Chaozhou 0 0 1 1 
Chinese 0 0 1 1 
English 168 474 790 1432 
Farsi 1 0 0 1 
Filipino or Tagalog 11 21 30 62 
French 0 3 0 3 
German 0 1 1 2 
Gujarati 0 0 1 1 
Hindi 0 2 4 6 
Hungarian 0 1 0 1 
Ilocano 0 0 1 1 
Japanese 1 1 1 3 
Kannada 0 0 1 1 
Khmer-Cambodian 3 2 4 9 
Korean 0 0 3 3 
Lao 0 1 0 1 
Mandarin 0 0 15 15 
Mandarin (Putonghua) 3 2 5 10 
Marathi 0 0 1 1 
Pashto 0 1 1 2 
Polish 0 0 2 2 
Portuguese 0 1 4 5 
Punjabi 0 4 15 19 
Russian 0 1 3 4 
Samoan 1 1 0 2 
Serbo-Croatian 0 0 1 1 
Spanish 236 754 1100 2090 
Tamil 0 0 3 3 
Telugu 0 0 5 5 
Tigrinya 0 0 1 1 
Taishanese 0 0 1 1 
Tongan 0 1 1 2 
Urdu 0 1 1 2 
Vietnamese 4 31 117 152 
Other Non-English languages 4 8 4 16 
None specified 131 518 538 1187 
Total 586 1880 2709 5175 
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Student Outcomes Studies #1 (Brief 9) and #2 (Brief 10):  
Student Language Classification   
 
California Language Reclassification Criteria 
Reclassification is the process whereby a student is reclassified from English Learner (EL) to fluent 
English proficient (RFEP).  SEAL districts represented in this study, determine when students meet four 
criteria listed in Education Code, Article 3.5, in accordance with the California Department of Education 
(CDE): 
1. Assessment of language proficiency – “Assessment of language proficiency using an objective 
assessment instrument, including, but not limited to, the English language development test 
that is developed or acquired pursuant to Section 60810” (Education Code [EDC], Article 3.5., 
Section 313[f][1], 1999). 1   For students in this study, the California English Language 
Development Test (CELDT) was administered in 2013-14, 2014-15, 2015-16, and 2016-17, and 
the English Language Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC) in 2017-18 and 2018-19. 
2. Performance on statewide English language arts assessment – “Comparison of the 
performance of the pupil in basic skills against an empirically established range of performance 
in basic skills based upon the performance of English proficient pupils of the same age, that 
demonstrates whether the pupil is sufficiently proficient in English to participate effectively in 
a curriculum designed for pupils of the same age whose native language is English” (CDE, 
Reclassification, Legislative tab, No. 4). 2   “The LEA establishes the empirical range of 
performance in basic skills when setting the criteria for reclassification by taking into 
consideration the overall achievement goals set for all students” (CDE, Reclassification, 
Reclassification Criteria tab, Criterion 4).  For students in this study, the SBAC English language 
arts was administered to students in Grades 3 and 4.  
3. Teacher Evaluation – “Teacher Evaluation, including, but not limited to, a review of the 
student’s curriculum mastery” (Education Code [EDC], Article 3.5., Section 313[f][2], 1999).  
Districts use locally determined criteria.  
4. Parental opinion and consultation – “LEAs should continue using parental opinion and 
consultation per local policy to establish reclassification policies and procedures...” (CDE, 
Reclassification, Reclassification Criteria tab, Criterion 3).  Districts use locally determined 
policies and procedures to comply with these criteria.  
 
Recoding Language Classification Codes 
Although districts follow the state criteria for reclassification of ELs, there are differences in how these 
criteria are implemented.  Variances may include, (a) local measures used by districts to review a 
student’s curriculum mastery (as mentioned in CDE Criterion 3 listed above), (b) timelines or schedules 
set by districts to start the reclassification process for students, and (c) procedures applied to coding 
or dating of district student records.  In an effort to keep data analysis consistent, a review of student 
records was conducted and language classification data were recoded. 
 
SEAL districts provided yearly language classification codes and if applicable, student reclassification 
dates, for each student record.  Student records show one of the following language classification 
codes, “EL” for English Learner, “RFEP” for Reclassified Fluent English Proficient, “IFEP” for Initially 
Fluent English Proficient, and “EO” for English only.  The initial review of district data sets showed 
                                               
1 California Legislative Information. EDC Article 3.5., Section 313,  (1999). English Language Proficiency Assessment. 
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=313&lawCode=EDC 
2 CDE. (2020 May). Reclassification Criteria. https://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/el/rd/  
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inconsistent reclassification coding of student records.  Two issues were found, (a) students with RFEP 
language classification showing an English language proficiency assessment in the same year as the 
reclassification, and (b) inconsistent language classification from one year to the next.  The following 
actions were taken to recode student records and keep data consistent across student groups.  
 
Recoding Action 1 
Students that are reclassified as RFEP are no longer given a language proficiency assessment as they 
are found to be fluent English proficient.  Therefore, Wexford Institute evaluators, in collaboration with 
the SEAL Internal Evaluation Team, agreed to recode records based on the following: 
 
For EL and RFEP student records: 
1. Any year a student record shows a CELDT or ELPAC score, the language classification should be EL.   
2. If the student record shows a CELDT or ELPAC score and a RFEP language classification code in the 
same school year, the student language classification should be EL and the following school year, 
RFEP.  Example: A student has CELDT scores in Grade K only, and shows RFEP as the language 
classification in Grades K-4.  The recoded language classification code will show EL in Grade K and 
RFEP in Grades 1-4. 
 
Student record RFEP dates were reviewed following the criteria above.  This work is summarized in 
Section 4 – Appendix G.  
 
Recoding Action 2 
Inconsistent language classification from one year to the next may be a data entry error at the school 
or district.  For example, there are students that show the language classification EO in kindergarten, 
then in Grades 1 through 4 show an EL language classification, and also have multiple years of 
assessment scores for English language proficiency.  Table E1 describes the recoding procedures taken 
to correct this issue.  
 
S4. Table E1 
Student Record Language Classification – Overview of Recode Actions  
Issue Recode Action Example 
4 years with EL or EO 
1 year with TBD 
Changed TBD to EL 
 
 
Student 1: Gr K=TBD, Gr 1-4=EL AND CELDT/ELPAC 
scores in all years 
 
 Changed TBD to EO Student 2: Gr K=TBD, Gr 1-4=EO AND does not have 
CELDT/ELPAC scores in any year 
4 years with IFEP 
1 year with EL or TBD 
Changed EL to IFEP 
 
 
Student 1: Gr K=EL and Gr 1-4=IFEP AND does not have 
CELDT/ELPAC scores in any year 
 
 Changed TBD to IFEP Student 2: Gr K=TBD and Gr 1-4=IFEP AND does not 
have CELDT/ELPAC scores in any year 
Note.  TBD=language code to be determined. 
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Tables E2, E3, and E4, on the following page, present the 2018-19 language classifications for each 
student sample group by district.  
 
S4. Table E2 
2018-19 Language Classification Totals, Student Sample Group A 
District Language classification Grade 4/2018-19 Total 
EL RFEP IFEP EO 
Oak Grove SD 66 
(26%) 
30 
(23%) 
0 
(0%) 
33 
(16%) 
129 
(22%) 
Redwood City SD 42 
(17%) 
26 
(20%) 
2 
(67%) 
15 
(7%) 
85 
(15%) 
San Lorenzo USD 108 
(43%) 
60 
(47%) 
0 
(0%) 
119 
(59%) 
287 
(49%) 
Santa Clara USD 37 
(15%) 
13 
(10%) 
1 
(33%) 
34 
(17%) 
85 
(15%) 
Total Group A 253 
(100%) 
129 
(100%) 
3 
(100%) 
201 
(100%) 
586 
(100%) 
Note.  The table summarizes 2018-19 language classification codes that have been recoded based on the information referenced in 
Section 4 – Appendix F.  
 
 
S4. Table E3 
2018-19 Language Classification Totals, Student Sample Group B 
District 
Language classification Grade 3/2018-19 
Total 
EL RFEP IFEP EO 
Franklin McKinley SD 69 
(10%) 
39 
(10%) 
0 
(0%) 
15 
(2%) 
123 
(7%) 
Mountain View SD 126 
(19%) 
37 
(9%) 
9 
(16%) 
31 
(4%) 
203 
(11%) 
Oak Grove SD 126 
(19%) 
106 
(26%) 
13 
(24%) 
266 
(36%) 
511 
(27%) 
Redwood City SD 64 
(9%) 
69 
(17%) 
7 
(13%) 
56 
(8%) 
196 
(10%) 
San Lorenzo USD 182 
(27%) 
128 
(31%) 
18 
(33%) 
246 
(33%) 
574 
(31%) 
San Rafael City Schools 71 
(10%) 
6 
(1%) 
1 
(2%) 
92 
(12%) 
170 
(9%) 
Santa Clara USD 39 
(6%) 
24 
(6%) 
7 
(13%) 
33 
(4%) 
103 
(5%) 
Total Group B 677 
(100%) 
409 
(100%) 
55 
(100%) 
739 
(100%) 
1880 
(100%) 
Note.  The table summarizes 2018-19 language classification codes that have been recoded based on the information referenced in 
Section 4 – Appendix F.  
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S4. Table E4 
2018-19 Language Classification Totals, Student Sample Group C 
District Language classification Grade 2/2018-19 Total 
EL RFEP IFEP EO 
Berryessa Union SD 47 
(4%) 
15 
(6%) 
0 
(0%) 
76 
(7%) 
138 
(5%) 
Evergreen SD 46 
(4%) 
7 
(3%) 
4 
(6%) 
35 
(3%) 
92 
(3%) 
Franklin McKinley SD 103 
(8%) 
35 
(15%) 
3 
(5%) 
35 
(3%) 
176 
(6%) 
Gilroy USD 72 
(6%) 
14 
(6%) 
0 
(0%) 
43 
(4%) 
129 
(5%) 
Milpitas USD 72 
(6%) 
0 
(0%) 
5 
(8%) 
81 
(7%) 
158 
(6%) 
Mountain View SD 387 
(31%) 
0 
(0%) 
16 
(24%) 
170 
(15%) 
573 
(21%) 
San Lorenzo USD 129 
(10%) 
0 
(0%) 
7 
(11%) 
128 
(11%) 
264 
(10%) 
San Rafael City 
Schools 
237 
(19%) 
51 
(22%) 
2 
(3%) 
91 
(8%) 
381 
(14%) 
Oak Grove SD 86 
(7%) 
75 
(32%) 
16 
(24%) 
357 
(31%) 
534 
(20%) 
Redwood City SD 85 
(7%) 
38 
(16%) 
13 
(20%) 
128 
(11%) 
264 
(10%) 
Total Group C 1264 
(100%) 
235 
(100%) 
66 
(100%) 
1144 
(100%) 
2709 
(100%) 
Note.  The table summarizes 2018-19 language classification codes that have been recoded based on the information referenced in 
Section 4 – Appendix F.  
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Tables E5-E10 report the yearly and cumulative reclassification rates for each student sample group. 
 
S4. Table E5 
Group A Cumulative Reclassification Rate  
Grade level/ 
School year 
Total Number 
EL 
Cumulative 
Total 
RFEP 
% of Initial ELs 
Reclassified 
(RFEP/IEL) 
Grade 4/2018-19 253 129 34% 
Grade 3/2017-18 299 83 22% 
Grade 2/2016-17 362 20 5% 
Grade 1/2015-16 381 1 0.3% 
Grade K/2014-15 382 0 0% 
Note.  IELs, n = 382.  
 
 
S4. Table E6 
 Group A Annual Reclassification Totals  
Grade level/ 
School year 
Total reclassified annually 
n % (RFEP/IEL) 
Grade 4/2018-19 46 12% 
Grade 3/2017-18 63 17% 
Grade 2/2016-17 19 5% 
Grade 1/2015-16 1 0.3% 
Grade K/2014-15 0 -- 
Note.  IELs, n = 382. 
 
 
S4. Table E7 
Group B Cumulative Reclassification Rate  
Grade level/ 
School year 
Total 
Number 
EL 
Cumulative 
Total 
RFEP 
% of Initial ELs 
Reclassified 
(RFEP/IEL) 
Grade 3/2018-19 677 409 38% 
Grade 2/2017-18 941 145 13% 
Grade 1/2016-17 1083 3 0.3% 
Grade K/2015-16 1086 0 0% 
Note.  IELs, n = 1086. 
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S4. Table E8 
Group B Annual Reclassification Totals  
Grade level/ 
School year 
Total reclassified annually 
n % (RFEP/IEL) 
Grade 3/2018-19 264 24% 
Grade 2/2017-18 142 13% 
Grade 1/2016-17 3 0.3% 
Grade K/2015-16 0 -- 
Note.  IELs, n = 1086. 
 
 
 
S4. Table E9 
Group C Student Cumulative Reclassification Rate (Ever-ELs, n=) 
Grade level/ 
School year 
Total  
EL 
Cumulative 
Total 
RFEP 
% of Initial ELs  
Reclassified 
(RFEP/IEL) 
Grade 2/2018-19 1264 235 16% 
Grade 1/2017-18 1448 51 3% 
Grade K/2016-17 1499 0 0% 
Note. IELs, n = 1499. 
 
 
 
S4. Table E10 
 Group C Annual Reclassification Totals 
Grade level/ 
School year 
Total reclassified annually 
n % (RFEP/IEL) 
Grade 2/2018-19 184 12% 
Grade 1/2017-18 51 3% 
Grade K/2016-17 0 0 
Note. IELs, n = 1499. 
 
 
Section 4 – Appendix F 
Student Outcomes Studies #1 (Brief 9) and #2 (Brief 10):  
Summary of Student Reclassification Data  
 
Group A – Summary of Reclassification Dates 
Group A is comprised of 129 Reclassified Fluent English Proficient (RFEP) student records.  Table F1 
provides a summary of the original RFEP dates, English language proficiency (ELP) assessment scores 
available, the original grade and year of RFEP language status provided by the district, and the grade 
and year the RFEP language status code changes.  A total of four student records in Group A had their 
RFEP status recoded; one record from grade K to grade 1 and three others from grade 2 to grade 3.  
Three additional records were recoded from RFEP to EL, as shown in Table F1, reflecting the California 
English Language Development Test (CELDT) and English Language Proficiency Assessments for 
California (ELPAC). 
 
S4. Table F1  
Reclassification Data for Group A Student Records with RFEP Dates 
Reclassification 
dates 
ELP 
assessments 
Grade and year of RFEP language status Total 
student records Original code Recoded 
February 2015 CELDT 2014-15 RFEP 
Grade K 
2014-15 
RFEP 
Grade 1 
2015-16 
1 
May 2016 CELDT 2014-15 
CELDT 2015-16 
RFEP 
Grade 2 
2016-17 
RFEP 
Grade 2 
2016-17 
4 
March 2017 CELDT 2014-15 
CELDT 2015-16 
RFEP 
Grade 3 
2017-18 
RFEP 
Grade 3 
2017-18 
20 
April 2017 CELDT 2014-15 
CELDT 2015-16 
CELDT 2016-17 
RFEP 
Grade 2 
2016-17 
RFEP 
Grade 3 
2017-18 
3 
May 2017 
June 2017 
October 2017 
November 2017 
December 2017 
March 2018 
CELDT 2014-15 
CELDT 2015-16 
CELDT 2016-17 
RFEP 
Grade 3 
2017-18 
RFEP 
Grade 3 
2017-18 
2 
1 
2 
1 
21 
9 
May 2018 
September 
2018 
October 2018 
November 2018 
December 2018 
January 2019 
February 2019 
CELDT 2014-15 
CELDT 2015-16 
CELDT 2016-17 
ELPAC 2017-18 
RFEP 
Grade 4 
2018-19 
RFEP 
Grade 4 
2018-19 
4 
9 
16 
4 
1 
4 
2 
May 2019 
June 2019 
 
CELDT 2015-16 
CELDT 2016-17 
ELPAC 2017-18 
ELPAC 2018-19 
RFEP 
Grade 4 
2018-19 
EL 
Grade 4 
2018-19 
2 
1 
 
Total Number of Group B Student Records with RECODED RFEP Dates  104 
Note.  Shading highlights student records that had their RFEP language classification changed to next grade/school year. 
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Group A had 25 student records with no RFEP date.  The language classification codes and ELP assessments for 
25 student records are summarized in Table F2; showing their grade level and school year in which the students 
show an RFEP code and the year in which they were assessed on CELDT or ELPAC are shown.  
 
S4. Table F2  
Reclassification Data for Group A Student RFEP Records without RFEP Dates 
Grade/school year 
in which students show RFEP code 
ELP 
assessments 
Total 
student records 
Grade 2/2016-17 CELDT 2014-15 
CELDT 2015-16 
15 
Grade 3/2017-18 CELDT 2014-15 
CELDT 2015-16 
CELDT 2016-17 
4 
Grade 4/ 2018-19 CELDT 2014-15 
CELDT 2015-16 
CELDT 2016-17 
ELPAC 2017-18 
6 
Total  25 
Note.  n = 25 (of 129) Group A RFEP students.  
 
 
The annual reclassification totals for Group A, after recoding, are summarized in Table F3.  
 
S4. Table F3 
Annual Reclassification Totals for Group A 
Grade level/School year 
Total Number of Student Records 
With recoded 
RFEP dates 
Without  
RFEP dates 
Reclassified 
by grade level 
Grade K/2014-15 0 0 0 
Grade 1/2015-16 1 0 1 
Grade 2/2016-17 4 15 19 
Grade 3/2017-18 59 4 63 
Grade 4/2018-19 40 6 46 
Total  104 25 129 
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Group B – Summary of Reclassification Dates 
Group B is comprised of 677 English Learner (EL) and 409 RFEP students.  Table F4 provides an overview of the 
original RFEP dates, CELDT-ELPAC scores available, the original grade and year of RFEP language status provided 
by the district, and the recoded grade and year the RFEP language status code for this analysis.  A total of 38 
student records in Group B had their RFEP status recoded; 35 records from grade 1 to grade 2 and two others 
from grade 3 to grade 2.  Twenty student records were recoded from RFEP to EL in Grade 3.  
 
S4. Table F4 
Reclassification Data for Group B Student Records with RFEP Dates 
Reclassification 
dates 
ELP 
assessments 
Language status, grade, and year Total 
student records Original code Recoded 
March 2016 CELDT 2015-16 RFEP 
Grade K 
2016-17 
RFEP 
Grade K 
2016-17 
2 
October 2016 
March 2017 
April 2017 
CELDT 2015-16 
CELDT 2016-17 
RFEP 
Grade 1 
2016-17 
RFEP 
Grade 2 
2017-18 
2 
29 
4 
March 2017 
April 2017 
May 2017 
November 2017 
December 2017 
CELDT 2015-16 
CELDT 2016-17 
RFEP 
Grade 2 
2017-18 
RFEP 
Grade 2 
2017-18 
12 
2 
6 
3 
46 
January 2018 
March 2018 
CELDT 2015-16 
CELDT 2016-17 
RFEP 
Grade 2 
2017-18 
RFEP 
Grade 2 
2017-18 
11 
22 
April 2018 CELDT 2015-16 
CELDT 2016-17 
EL 
Grade 2 
2017-18 
RFEP 
Grade 2 
2017-18 
2 
May 2018 
September 2018 
October 2018 
November 2018 
December 2018 
January 2019 
February 2019 
March 2019 
April 2019 
May 2019 
CELDT 2015-16 
CELDT 2016-17 
ELPAC 2017-18 
RFEP 
Grade 3 
2018-19 
RFEP 
Grade 3 
2018-19 
2 
42 
75 
30 
42 
36 
27 
2 
1 
6 
May 2019 
June 2019 
October 2019 
CELDT 2015-16 
CELDT 2016-17 
ELPAC 2017-18 
ELPAC 2018-19 
RFEP 
Grade 3 
2018-19 
EL 
Grade 3 
2018-19 
16 
2 
2 
Total Number of Group B Student Records with RECODED RFEP Dates 409 
Note.  Shading highlights student records that had their RFEP language classification changed to next grade/school year. 
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Group B had a total of five student records with no RFEP date.  The language classification codes and EL 
assessments for these five student records are summarized in Table F5 below; showing their grade level and 
school year in which the students show an RFEP code and the year in which they were assessed on CELDT or 
ELPAC.   
 
S4. Table F5 
Reclassification Data for Group B Student RFEP Records without RFEP Dates 
Grade/school year 
in which students show RFEP code 
ELP 
assessments 
Total number of  
student records 
Grade 1/2016-17 CELDT 2015-16 1 
Grade 1/2016-17 CELDT 2015-16 
CELDT 2016-17 
2 
Grade 2/2017-18 CELDT 2015-16 
CELDT 2016-17 
1 
Grade 3/2018-19 CELDT 2015-16 
CELDT 2016-17 
ELPAC 2017-18 
1 
Total  5 
Note. n =5 (of 409) Group B RFEP students. 
 
 
Table F6 summarizes the annual reclassification totals (after recoding) for Group B.  
 
S4. Table F6 
Annual Reclassification Totals for Group B 
Grade level/School year 
Total Number of Student Records 
With recoded 
RFEP dates 
Without  
RFEP dates 
Reclassified 
by grade level 
Grade K/2015-16 0 0 0 
Grade 1/2016-17 2 1 3 
Grade 2/2017-18 139 3 142 
Grade 3/2018-19 263 1 264 
Total  404 5 409 
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Group C – Summary of Reclassification Dates 
Group C is comprised of 1,264 ELs and 235 RFEPs.  Table F7 provides an overview of the RFEP dates, CELDT-
ELPAC scores available, the original grade and year of RFEP language status provided by the district, and the 
recoded grade and year the RFEP language status code for this analysis.  A total of 50 student records in Group 
C had their RFEP status recoded; two from grade K to grade 1, two from grade 1 to grade 2, five records from EL 
to RFEP in grade 1, and 41 records from EL to RFEP. Twenty-seven student records were recoded from RFEP to 
EL in grade 2.  
 
S4. Table F7 
Reclassification Data for Group C Student Records with RFEP Dates 
Reclassification 
dates 
ELP 
assessments 
Language status, grade, and year Total  
student records Original code Recoded 
October 2016 CELDT 2016-17 RFEP 
Grade 1 
2017-18 
RFEP 
Grade 1 
2017-18 
1 
March 2017 CELDT 2016-17 
 
RFEP 
Grade K 
2016-17 
RFEP 
Grade 1 
2017-18 
2 
March 2017 
November 2017 
December 2017 
CELDT 2016-17 
 
RFEP 
Grade 1 
2017-18 
RFEP 
Grade 1 
2017-18 
1 
7 
17 
December 2017 CELDT 2016-17 
CELDT 2017-18 
RFEP 
Grade 1 
2017-18 
RFEP 
Grade 2 
2018-19 
2 
January 2018 
March 2018 
CELDT 2016-17 RFEP 
Grade 1 
2017-18 
RFEP 
Grade 1 
2017-18 
3 
15 
February 2018 
April 2018 
CELDT 2016-17 EL 
Grade 1 
2017-18 
RFEP 
Grade 1 
2017-18 
4 
1 
April 2018 
October 2018 
November 2018 
December 2018 
CELDT 2016-17 
ELPAC 2017-18 
RFEP 
Grade 2 
2018-19 
RFEP 
Grade 2 
2018-19 
9 
31 
14 
31 
January 2019 
February 2019 
May 2019 
 
CELDT 2016-17 
ELPAC 2017-18 
 
RFEP 
Grade 2 
2018-19 
RFEP 
Grade 2 
2018-19 
21 
18 
17 
February 2019 
March 2019 
CELDT 2016-17 
ELPAC 2017-18 
 
 
EL 
Grade 2 
2018-19 
RFEP 
Grade 2 
2018-19 
18 
23 
 
April 2019 
May 2019 
CELDT 2016-17 
ELPAC 2017-18 
ELPAC 2018-19 
EL 
Grade 2 
2018-19 
EL 
Grade 2 
2018-19 
12  
12  
May 2019 
June 2019 
October 2019 
 
CELDT 2016-17 
ELPAC 2017-18 
ELPAC 2018-19 
RFEP 
Grade 2 
2018-19 
EL 
Grade 2 
2018-19 
18  
5  
4  
Total Number of Group C Student Records with RECODED RFEP Dates 235 
Note.  There were a total of 286 total records with an RFEP classification in 2018-19.  Of those, 27 were recoded to EL because they had 
ELPAC scores in 2018-19.  
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Table F8 summarizes the annual reclassification totals (after recoding) for Group C. 
 
S4. Table F8 
Annual Reclassification Totals for Group C 
Grade level/school year Total reclassified by grade level 
Grade K/2016-17 
Grade 1/2017-18 
Grade 2/2018-19 
0 
51 
184 
Total RFEP Records in Group C 235 
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Student Outcomes Study #2 (Brief 10) and Study #3 (Brief 11):  
Language Acquisition Programs 
 
S4. Table G1 
Language Acquisition Programs offered by SEAL Schools 2014-2019 
District School 
Program Type  
Structured English 
Immersion 
Transitional Bilingual 
Program 
Dual Language 
Immersion 
Oak Grove SD Christopher  X X  
 Edenvale X X  
 Miner  X   
 Stipe X X  
 Anderson a X  X 
 Del Roble X  X 
 Baldwin X   
 Frost X   
 Glider X   
 Hayes X   
 Ledesma X   
 Parkview X   
 Santa Theresa X   
 Sakamoto X   
Redwood City SD Selby Lane X  X 
 Taft X X  
 Adelante   X 
 Hawes X   
 Fair Oaks X   
 John Gill b X  X 
 Orion X   
 Roosevelt X   
San Lorenzo USD Colonial Acres X X  
 Corvallis X   
 Grant X   
 Hesperian X X  
 Hillside X   
 Bay X   
 Dayton X   
 Del Rey X   
 Lorenzo Manor X   
Santa Clara USD Mayne X X  
 Scott Lane X X  
San Rafael CS Coleman X X  
 Venetia Valley X X X 
 Sun Valley X X  
 Bahia Vista X X  
 Laurel Dell X X  
 San Pedro X X  
a DLI program moved to Del Roble in 2018-19. 
b DLI Foreign language model 
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District School 
Program Type 
Structured English 
Immersion 
Transitional Bilingual 
Program 
Dual Language 
Immersion 
Mountain View SD Cogswell X   
 Miramonte X   
 Parkview X X  
 Baker X   
 La Primaria X   
 Maxson X   
 Monte Vista X   
 Payne X   
 Twin Lakes X   
 Voorhis X   
Franklin McKinley SD McKinley X   
 Los Arboles K-3 X   
 Santee X   
 Dahl X   
Berryessa Union SD Cherrywood X   
 Laneview X   
 Summerdale X   
Evergreen SD Dove Hill X   
 Holly Oak X   
Gilroy USD Eliot X   
 Glen View X   
Milpitas USD Burnett X   
 Spangler X   
 Weller X   
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Student Outcomes Study #1 (Brief 9): CELDT Results  
 
This appendix presents the results of the California English Language Development Test (CELDT) for 
three matched sample groups of students.  The CELDT is administered to students as an initial 
assessment to identify them as EL, and annually as a summative assessment from 2013-14 through 
2016-17. Student records from eleven1 SEAL districts were collected to evaluate the outcomes of 
students taught by SEAL teachers from 2014-15 through 2018-19.   
 
Student Group A – CELDT Outcomes 
 
Table H1 presents the descriptive statistics for 2014-15, 2015-16, and 2016-17 CELDT for Group A EL 
students with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table H1 
Descriptive Statistics for CELDT, Group A ELs with Matched Scores  
 Group A ELs 
CELDT Scale Scores n Min Max Mean SD 
Grade K, 2014-15      
2014-15 Overall Scale Score 368 184 498 352.0 71.4 
2014-15 Listening Scale Score 368 220 509 355.1 77.2 
2014-15 Speaking Scale Score 368 140 533 367.6 95.8 
2014-15 Reading Scale Score 368 220 427 262.3 42.7 
2014-15 Writing Scale Score 368 220 480 281.7 47.5 
Grade 1, 2015-16      
2015-16 Overall Scale Score 367 185 584 421.8 61.8 
2015-16 Listening Scale Score 367 220 570 423.3 64.8 
2015-16 Speaking Scale Score 367 140 630 435.9 77.3 
2015-16 Reading Scale Score 367 220 570 345.5 65.5 
2015-16 Writing Scale Score 367 220 600 368.2 46.5 
Grade 2, 2016-17      
2016-17 Overall Scale Score 348 305 570 456.9 47.0 
2016-17 Listening Scale Score 348 285 570 475.4 47.2 
2016-17 Speaking Scale Score 348 140 630 483.3 60.9 
2016-17 Reading Scale Score 348 280 573 426.8 70.6 
2016-17 Writing Scale Score 348 220 582 443.6 66.8 
Note. There is a variation in group size from year to year as students are reclassified as Fluent English proficient and are no longer 
administered the CELDT.  
 
 
 
 
Tables H2-H6 display the grade K, grade 1, and grade 2 CELDT outcomes by proficiency level for 
Group A Ever-EL students with matched scores. 
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S4. Table H2 
CELDT OVERALL Outcomes by Performance Level, Group A Ever-ELs (N=382) 
CELDT Overall 
Performance Level 
Grade K/2014-15 Grade 1/2015-16 Grade 2/2016-17 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Beginning  133 34.8 36.1 43 11.3 11.7 35 932 9.5 
Early Intermediate  129 33.8 35.1 70 18.3 19 95 24.9 25.8 
Intermediate 95 24.9 25.8 154 40.3 41.8 144 37.7 39.1 
Early Advanced 11 2.9 3 85 22.3 23.1 66 17.3 17.9 
Advanced 0 0 -- 15 3.9 4.1 8 2.1 2.2 
RFEP 0 0 0 1 0.3 0.3 20 5.2 5.4 
Total 368 96.3 100 368 96.3 100 368 96.3 100 
Missing scores 14 3.7  14 3.7   14 3.7  
Total Ever-ELs 382 100  382 100  382 100  
 
 
S4. Table H3 
CELDT LISTENING Outcomes by Performance Level, Group A Ever-ELs (N=382) 
CELDT Listening 
Performance Level 
Grade K/2014-15 Grade 1/2015-16 Grade 2/2016-17 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Beginning  140 36.6 38.0 41 10.7 11.1 8 2.1 2.2 
Early Intermediate  133 34.8 36.1 95 24.9 25.8 38 9.9 10.3 
Intermediate 80 20.9 21.7 140 36.6 38.0 110 28.8 29.9 
Early Advanced 13 3.4 3.5 61 16.0 16.6 131 34.3 35.6 
Advanced 2 0.5 0.5 30 7.9 8.2 61 16.0 16.6 
RFEP 0 0 0 1 0.3 0.3 20 5.2 5.4 
Total 368 96.3 100 368 96.3 100 368 96.3 100 
Missing scores 14 3.7  14 3.7  14 3.7  
Total Ever-ELs 382 100  382 100  382 100  
 
 
S4. Table H4 
CELDT SPEAKING Outcomes by Performance Level, Group A Ever-ELs (N=382) 
CELDT Speaking 
Performance Level 
Grade K/2014-15 Grade 1/2015-16 Grade 2/2016-17 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Beginning  102 26.7 27.7 35 9.2 9.5 12 3.1 3.3 
Early Intermediate  113 29.6 30.7 47 12.3 12.8 27 7.1 7.3 
Intermediate 116 30.4 31.5 138 36.1 37.5 71 18.6 19.3 
Early Advanced 35 9.2 9.5 116 30.4 31.5 152 39.8 41.3 
Advanced 2 0.5 0.5 31 8.1 8.4 86 22.5 23.4 
RFEP 0 0 0 1 0.3 0.3 20 5.2 5.4 
Total 368 96.3 100 368 96.3 100 368 96.3 100 
Missing scores 14 3.7  14 3.7  14 3.7  
Total Ever-ELs 382 100  382 100  382 100  
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S4. Table H5 
CELDT READING Outcomes by Performance Level, Group A Ever-ELs (N=382) 
CELDT Reading 
Performance Level 
Grade K/2014-15 Grade 1/2015-16 Grade 2/2016-17 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Beginning  110 28.8 29.9 222 58.7 60.3 133 34.8 36.1 
Early Intermediate  183 47.9 49.7 45 11.8 12.2 129 33.8 35.1 
Intermediate 70 18.3 19.0 88 23.0 23.9 67 17.5 18.2 
Early Advanced 5 1.3 1.4 10 2.6 2.7 14 3.7 3.8 
Advanced 0 0 0 2 0.5 0.5 5 1.3 1.4 
RFEP 0 0 0 1 0.3 0.3 20 5.2 5.4 
Total 368 96.3 100 368 96.3 100 368 96.3 100 
Missing scores 14 3.7  14 3.7   14 3.7  
Total Ever-ELs 382 100 100 382 100 100 382 100   
 
 
S4. Table H6 
CELDT WRITING Outcomes by Performance Level, Group A Ever-ELs (N=382) 
CELDT Writing 
Performance Level 
Grade K/2014-15 Grade 1/2015-16 Grade 2/2016-17 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Beginning  117 30.6 31.8 196 51.3 53.3 87 22.8 23.6 
Early Intermediate  185 48.4 50.3 95 24.9 25.8 141 36.9 38.3 
Intermediate 60 15.7 16.3 54 14.1 14.7 81 21.2 22 
Early Advanced 5 1.3 1.4 21 5.5 5.7 32 8.4 8.7 
Advanced 1 0.3 0.3 1 0.3 0.3 7 1.8 1.9 
RFEP 0 0 0 1 0.3 0.3 20 5.2 5.4 
Total 368 96.3 100 368 96.3 100 368 96.3 100 
Missing scores 14 3.7  14 3.7   14 3.7  
Total Ever-ELs 382 100   382 100   382 100   
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Student Group B – CELDT Outcomes 
 
Table H7 presents the descriptive statistics for 2015-16 and 2016-17 CELDT for Group B ELs with 
matched scores.  
 
S4. Table H7 
Descriptive Statistics for CELDT, Group B ELs with Matched Scores  
 Group B ELs 
CELDT Scale Scores n Min Max Mean SD 
Grade K, 2015-16      
2015-16 Overall Scale Score 1048 184 540 360.1 71.3 
2015-16 Listening Scale Score 1048 220 570 362.5 78.8 
2015-16 Speaking Scale Score 1048 140 552 377.6 90.2 
2015-16 Reading Scale Score 1048 220 570 269.7 50.8 
2015-16 Writing Scale Score 1048 220 444 281.2 49.4 
Grade 1, 2016-17      
2016-17 Overall Scale Score 1045 184 588 435.7 60.6 
2016-17 Listening Scale Score 1045 220 570 438.0 65.9 
2016-17 Speaking Scale Score 1045 140 630 448.2 73.3 
2016-17 Reading Scale Score 1045 220 570 369.8 76.4 
2016-17 Writing Scale Score 1045 220 600 378.0 47.2 
 
 
Tables H8-H12 display the grade K and grade 1 2 CELDT outcomes by proficiency level for Group B 
Ever-EL students with CELDT matched scores. 
 
 
S4. Table H8  
CELDT OVERALL Outcomes by Performance Level, Group B Ever-ELs (N=1086) 
CELDT  
Overall 
Performance Level 
Group B Ever-ELs 
Grade K/2015-16 
Group B Ever-ELs 
Grade 1/2016-17 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Beginning  356 33.0 34 91 8.0 9.0 
Early Intermediate  317 29.0 30 145 13.0 14.0 
Intermediate 325 30.0 31 404 37.0 39.0 
Early Advanced 46 4.0 4 328 30.0 31.0 
Advanced 4 0.4 0.4 77 7.0 7.0 
RFEP 0 0 0 3 0.3 0.3 
Total 1048 96.5 100 1048 96.5 100 
Missing scores 38 3.5  38 3.5  
Total Ever-ELs 1086 100  1086 100  
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S4. Table H9  
CELDT LISTENING Outcomes by Performance Level, Group B Ever-ELs (N=1086) 
CELDT  
Listening  
Performance Level 
Group B Ever-ELs 
Grade K/2015-16 
Group B Ever-ELs 
Grade 1/2016-17 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Beginning  356 32.8 34.0 81 7.5 7.7 
Early Intermediate  377 34.7 36.0 203 18.7 19.4 
Intermediate 254 23.4 24.2 354 32.6 33.8 
Early Advanced 54 5.0 5.2 267 24.6 25.5 
Advanced 7 0.6 0.7 140 12.9 13.4 
RFEP 0 0 0 3 0.3 0.3 
Total 1048 96.5 100 1048 96.5 100 
Missing scores 38 3.5  38 3.5  
Total Ever-ELs 1086 100  1086 100  
 
 
S4. Table H10  
CELDT SPEAKING Outcomes by Performance Level, Group B Ever-ELs (N=1086) 
CELDT  
Speaking  
Performance Level 
Group B Ever-ELs 
Grade K/2015-16 
Group B Ever-ELs  
Grade 1/2016-17 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Beginning  262 24.1 25.0 57 5.2 5.4 
Early Intermediate  280 25.8 26.7 117 10.8 11.2 
Intermediate 382 35.2 36.5 395 36.4 37.7 
Early Advanced 110 10.1 10.5 344 31.7 32.8 
Advanced 14 1.3 1.3 132 12.2 12.6 
RFEP 0 0 0 3 0.3 0.3 
Total 1048 96.5 100 1048 96.5 100 
Missing scores 38 3.5  38 3.5  
Total Ever-ELs 1086 100  1086 100  
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S4. Table H11  
CELDT READING Outcomes by Performance Level, Group B Ever-ELs (N=1086) 
CELDT  
Reading 
Performance Level 
Group B Ever-ELs 
Grade K/2015-16 
Group B Ever-ELs  
Grade 1/2016-17 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Beginning  285 26.2 37.2 488 44.9 46.6 
Early Intermediate  489 45.0 46.7 144 13.3 13.7 
Intermediate 233 21.5 22.2 312 28.7 29.8 
Early Advanced 36 3.3 3.4 64 5.9 6.1 
Advanced 5 0.5 0.5 37 3.4 3.5 
RFEP 0 0 0 3 0.3 0.3 
Total 1048 96.5 100 1048 96.5 100 
Missing scores 38 3.5  38 3.5  
Total Ever-ELs 1086 100  1086 100  
 
 
 
S4. Table H12  
CELDT WRITING Outcomes by Performance Level, Group B Ever-ELs (N=1086) 
CELDT  
Writing 
Performance Level 
Group B Ever-ELs 
Grade K/2015-16 
Group B Ever-ELs  
Grade 1/2016-17 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Beginning  360 33.1 34.4 426 39.2 40.6 
Early Intermediate  488 44.9 46.6 305 28.1 29.1 
Intermediate 166 15.3 15.8 221 20.3 21.1 
Early Advanced 32 2.9 3.1 91 8.4 8.7 
Advanced 2 0.2 0.2 2 0.2 0.2 
RFEP 0 0 0 3 0.3 0.3 
Total 1048 96.5 100 1048 96.5 100 
Missing scores 38 3.5  38 3.5  
Total Ever-ELs 1086 100  1086 100  
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Student Group C – CELDT Outcomes 
 
Table H13 reports the descriptive statistics for 2016-17 CELDT for Group C ELs with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table H13 
Descriptive Statistics for CELDT, Group C ELs with Matched Scores  
 Group C ELs 
CELDT Scale Scores n Min Max Mean SD 
Grade K, 2016-17      
2016-17 Overall Scale Score 1452 184 540 360.3 71.6 
2016-17 Listening Scale Score 1452 220 570 358.0 80.9 
2016-17 Speaking Scale Score 1452 140 552 381.8 88.4 
2016-17 Reading Scale Score 1452 220 570 271.3 52.7 
2016-17 Writing Scale Score 1452 220 480 286.8 51.9 
 
Tables H14-H18 display the grade K CELDT outcomes by proficiency level for Group C Ever-EL students 
with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table H14 
CELDT OVERALL Outcomes by Performance Level, Group C ELs (N=1499) 
CELDT Overall 
Performance Level 
Group C ELs - Grade K/2015-16 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs  
With Matched Scores 
Beginning  485 32.4 33.4 
Early Intermediate  465 31.0 32.0 
Intermediate 402 26.8 27.7 
Early Advanced 91 6.1 6.3 
Advanced 9 0.6 0.6 
Total 1452 96.9 100 
Missing scores 47 3.1  
Total Group C ELs 1499 100  
 
S4. Table H15 
CELDT LISTENING Outcomes by Performance Level, Group C ELs (N=1499) 
CELDT Listening 
Performance Level 
Group C ELs - Grade K/2015-16 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs  
With Matched Scores 
Beginning  529 35.3 36.4 
Early Intermediate  529 35.3 36.4 
Intermediate 302 20.1 20.8 
Early Advanced 71 4.7 4.9 
Advanced 21 1.4 1.4 
Total 1452 96.9 100 
Missing scores 47 3.1  
Total Group C ELs 1499 100  
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S4. Table H16 
CELDT SPEAKING Outcomes by Performance Level, Group C ELs (N=1499) 
CELDT Speaking 
Performance Level 
Group C ELs - Grade K/2015-16 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs  
With Matched Scores 
Beginning  319 21.3 22.0 
Early Intermediate  417 27.8 28.7 
Intermediate 532 35.5 36.6 
Early Advanced 163 10.9 11.2 
Advanced 21 1.4 1.4 
Total 1452 96.9 100 
Missing scores 47 3.1  
Total Group C ELs 1499 100  
 
 
S4. Table H17 
CELDT READING Outcomes by Performance Level, Group C ELs (N=1499) 
CELDT Reading 
Performance Level 
Group C ELs - Grade K/2015-16 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs  
With Matched Scores 
Beginning  394 26.3 27.1 
Early Intermediate  682 45.5 47.0 
Intermediate 302 20.1 20.8 
Early Advanced 68 4.5 4.7 
Advanced 6 0.4 0.4 
Total 1452 96.9 100 
Missing scores 47 3.1  
Total Group C ELs 1499 100  
 
 
S4. Table H18 
CELDT WRITING Outcomes by Performance Level, Group C ELs (N=1499) 
CELDT Writing 
Performance Level 
Group C ELs - Grade K/2015-16 
n 
% 
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs  
With Matched Scores 
Beginning  452 30.2 31.1 
Early Intermediate  671 44.8 46.2 
Intermediate 264 17.6 18.2 
Early Advanced 52 3.5 3.6 
Advanced 13 0.9 0.9 
Total 1452 96.9 100 
Missing scores 47 3.1  
Total Group C ELs 1499 100  
 
Section 4 – Appendix I 
Student Outcomes Study #1 (Brief 9): ELPAC Results  
 
In spring 2018, California replaced California English Language Development Test (CELDT), the 
statewide English language proficiency assessment, with the English Language Proficiency Assessments 
for California (ELPAC).  The new assessment is aligned with the 2012 California English Language 
Development Standards and is comprised of the Initial ELPAC, administered to identify students as 
English Learners (ELs), and the Summative ELPAC administered to all ELs to determine progress toward 
English language proficiency.  This appendix includes ELPAC assessment data for 2017-18 and 2018-19.  
 
In November 2018, the State Board of Education approved the State Superintendent of Public 
Instruction's proposed overall threshold scale score changes, beginning with the 2018-19 Summative 
ELPAC.  Table I1 provides a crosswalk of threshold score changes of the Summative ELPAC from 2017-
18 to 2018-19.  For Student Outcomes Studies 1 and 2, performance level data were recoded with 
2018-19 performance level ranges to be able to make comparisons between the two years of data.   
 
S4. Table I1  
Crosswalk of Summative ELPAC Overall Threshold Scores for Grade K and 1 
Source: 2019–20 English Language Proficiency Assessments for California Information Guide 
Grade Year Level 1 span 
Minimally developed 
Level 2 span 
Somewhat developed 
Level 3 span 
Moderately developed 
Level 4 S=span 
Well developed 
K 2017–18 1150–1378 1379–1413 1414–1443 1444–1700 
K 2018–19 1150–1373 1374–1421 1422–1473 1474–1700 
1 2017-18 1150–1414 1415–1436 1437–1466 1467–1700 
1 2018–19 1150–1410 1411–1454 1455–1506 1507–1700 
 a The shaded areas highlight the revised spans.  
 
 
 
Following are the results of the Summative ELPAC for 2017-18 and 2018-19 for three matched sample 
groups of students.  Student records from eleven SEAL districts were collected to evaluate the 
outcomes of students taught by SEAL teachers from 2014-15 through 2018-19.   
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Student Group A – ELPAC Results 
 
Table I2 displays the descriptive statistics for grade 3 and grade 4 ELPAC for Group A EL students with 
matched scores. 
 
S4. Table I2 
Descriptive Statistics for ELPAC, Group A ELs with Matched Scores  
 Group A ELs 
CELDT Scale Scores n Min Max M SD 
Grade 3, 2017-18      
2017-18 Overall Scale Score 286 1399 1603 1495.4 32.3 
2017-18 Oral Language Scale Score 286 1369 1616 1487.6 39.6 
2017-18 Written Language Scale Score 286 1339 1644 1502.8 35.1 
Grade 4, 2018-19      
2018-19 Overall Scale Score 241 1412 1668 1523.4 41.3 
2018-19 Oral Language Scale Score 241 1401 1800 1517.9 51.1 
2018-19 Written Language Scale Score 241 1389 1642 1528.5 45.3 
Note. There is a variation in group size from year to year as students are reclassified as fluent English proficient and are no longer 
administered the CELDT.  
 
 
Tables I3-I5 display the grade 3 and grade 4 ELPAC outcomes by proficiency level for Group A Ever-EL 
students with matched scores. 
 
 
S4. Table I3  
ELPAC Overall Outcomes by Performance Level, Group A Ever-ELs (N = 382) 
a Recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges.   
 
 
 
 
 
ELPAC Overall 
Performance Level 
Grade 3/2017-18a Grade 4/2018-19 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Minimally developed  19 5.0 5.2 13 3.4 3.5 
Somewhat developed  97 25.4 26.4 55 14.4 14.9 
Moderately developed 137 35.9 37.2 103 27.0 28.0 
Well developed 33 8.6 9.0 70 18.3 19.0 
RFEP 82 21.5 22.3 127 33.2 34.5 
Total 368 96.3 100 368 96.3 100 
Missing scores 14 3.7  14 3.7  
Total Ever-ELs 382 100  382 100  
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S4. Table I4  
ELPAC Oral Language Outcomes by Performance Level, Group A Ever-ELs (N = 382) 
a Recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges. 
 
S4. Table I5  
ELPAC Written Language Outcomes by Performance Level, Group A Ever-ELs (N = 382) 
a Recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges. 
 
  
ELPAC  
Oral Language 
Performance Level 
Grade 3/2017-18a Grade 4/2018-19 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Minimally developed  18 4.7 4.9 8 2.1 2.2 
Somewhat developed  64 16.8 17.4 25 6.5 6.8 
Moderately developed 124 32.5 33.7 104 27.2 28.3 
Well developed 80 20.9 21.7 104 27.2 28.3 
RFEP 82 21.5 22.3 127 33.2 34.5 
Total 368 96.3 100 368 96.3 100 
Missing scores 14 3.7  14 3.7  
Total Ever-ELs 382 100  382 100  
ELPAC  
Written Language 
Performance Level 
Grade 3/2017-18a Grade 4/2018-19 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Minimally developed  27 7.1 7.3 32 8.4 8.7 
Somewhat developed  142 37.2 38.6 82 21.5 22.3 
Moderately developed 99 25.9 26.9 87 22.8 23.6 
Well developed 18 4.7 4.9 40 10.5 10.9 
RFEP 82 21.5 22.3 127 33.2 34.5 
Total 368 96.3 100 368 96.3 100 
Missing scores 14 3.7  14 3.7  
Total Ever-ELs 382 100  382 100  
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Student Group B – ELPAC Results 
 
Table I6 displays the descriptive statistics for grade 2 and grade 3 ELPAC for Group B EL students with 
matched scores. 
 
S4. Table I6 
Descriptive Statistics for ELPAC, Group B ELs with Matched Scores  
 Group B ELs 
ELPAC Scale Scores n M Min Max SD 
Grade 2, 2017-18      
2017-18 Overall Scale Score 903 1150 1700 1487.2 52.1 
2017-18 Oral Language Scale Score 903 1150 1700 1489.3 54.3 
2017-18 Written Language Scale Score 903 1150 1700 1485.3 63.3 
Grade 3, 2018-19      
2018-19 Overall Scale Score 639 1150 1688 1490.2 48.0 
2018-19 Oral Language Scale Score 639 1150 1800 1487.9 57.2 
2018-19 Written Language Scale Score 639 1150 1642 1490.9 51.1 
Note. There is a variation in group size from year to year as students are reclassified as fluent English proficient and are no longer 
administered the CELDT.  
 
 
Tables I7-I9 display the grade 2 and grade 3 ELPAC outcomes by proficiency level for Group B Ever-EL 
students with matched scores. 
 
 
S4. Table I7 
ELPAC Overall Outcomes by Performance Level, Group B Ever-ELs (N = 1086) 
a Recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges 
 
  
ELPAC Overall 
Performance Level 
Grade 2/2017-18a Grade 3/2018-19 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Minimally developed  50 4.6 4.8 70 6.4 6.7 
Somewhat developed  297 27.3 28.3 225 20.7 21.5 
Moderately developed 414 38.1 39.5 275 25.3 26.2 
Well developed 142 13.1 13.5 69 6.4 6.6 
RFEP 145 13.4 13.8 409 37.7 39.0 
Total 1048 96.5 100 1048 96.5 100 
Missing scores 38 3.5  38 3.5  
Total Ever-ELs 1086 100  1086 100  
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S4. Table I8  
ELPAC Oral Language Outcomes by Performance Level, Group B Ever-ELs (N = 1086) 
a Recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges. 
 
 
 
S4. Table I9 
ELPAC Written Language Outcomes by Performance Level, Group B Ever-ELs (N = 1086) 
a Recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges. 
 
 
  
ELPAC  
Oral Language 
Performance Level 
Grade 2/2017-18a Grade 3/2018-19 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Minimally developed  40 3.7 3.8 68 6.3 6.5 
Somewhat developed  184 16.9 17.6 96 8.8 9.2 
Moderately developed 358 33.0 34.2 303 27.9 28.9 
Well developed 321 29.6 30.6 172 15.8 16.4 
RFEP 145 13.4 13.8 409 37.7 39.0 
Total 1048 96.5 100 1048 96.5 100 
Missing scores 38 3.5  38 3.5  
Total Ever-ELs 1086 100  1086 100  
ELPAC  
Written Language 
Performance Level 
Grade 2/2017-18a Grade 3/2018-19 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Minimally developed  156 14.4 14.9 130 12.0 12.4 
Somewhat developed  310 28.5 29.6 302 27.8 28.8 
Moderately developed 366 33.7 34.9 166 15.3 15.8 
Well developed 71 6.5 6.8 41 3.8 3.9 
RFEP 145 13.4 13.8 409 37.7 39.0 
Total 1048 96.5 100 1048 96.5 100 
Missing scores 38 3.5  38 3.5  
Total Ever-ELs 1086 100  1086 100  
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Student Group C – ELPAC Results 
 
Table I10 displays the descriptive statistics for grade 1 and grade 2 ELPAC for Group C EL students 
with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table I10 
Descriptive Statistics for ELPAC, Group C ELs with Matched Scores  
 Group C ELs 
ELPAC Scale Scores n Min Max Mean SD 
Grade 1, 2017-18      
2017-18 Overall Scale Score 1401 1242 1700 1466.7 52.0 
2017-18 Oral Language Scale Score 1401 1277 1700 1471.8 51.7 
2017-18 Written Language Scale Score 1401 1150 1700 1462.1 71.1 
Grade 2, 2018-19      
2018-19 Overall Scale Score 1219 1150 1700 1497.7 55.1 
2018-19 Oral Language Scale Score 1219 1150 1700 1498.2 59.6 
2018-19 Written Language Scale Score 1219 1150 1700 1495.6 69.0 
Note. There is a variation in group size from year to year as students are reclassified as fluent English proficient and are no longer 
administered the CELDT.  
 
Tables I11-I13 display the grade 1 and grade 2 ELPAC outcomes by proficiency level for Group C Ever-
EL students with matched scores. 
 
 
S4. Table I11  
ELPAC Overall Outcomes by Performance Level, Group C Ever-ELs (N = 1499) 
a Recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges 
 
 
 
 
 
ELPAC Overall 
Performance Level 
Group C Ever-ELs 
Grade 1/2017-18a 
Group C Ever-ELs 
Grade 2/2018-19 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Minimally developed  120 8.0 8.3 58 3.9 4.0 
Somewhat developed  492 32.8 33.9 319 21.3 22.0 
Moderately developed 611 40.8 42.1 597 39.8 41.1 
Well developed 178 11.9 12.3 245 16.3 16.9 
RFEP 51 3.4 3.5 233 15.5 16.0 
Total 1452 96.9 100 1452 96.9 100 
Missing scores 47 3.1  47 3.1  
Total Ever-ELs 1499 100  1499 100  
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S4. Table I12  
ELPAC Oral Language Outcomes by Performance Level, Group C Ever-ELs (N = 1499) 
a Recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges. 
 
 
 
S4. Table I13 
ELPAC Written Language Outcomes by Performance Level, Group C Ever-ELs (N = 1499) 
a Recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges. 
 
 
 
ELPAC  
Oral Language 
Performance Level 
Group C Ever-ELs 
Grade 1/2017-18a 
Group C Ever-ELs 
Grade 2/2018-19 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Minimally developed  80 5.3 5.5 36 2.4 2.5 
Somewhat developed  349 23.3 24.0 191 12.7 13.2 
Moderately developed 553 36.9 38.1 562 37.5 38.7 
Well developed 419 28.0 28.9 430 28.7 29.6 
RFEP 51 3.4 3.5 233 15.5 16.0 
Total 1452 96.9 100 1452 96.9 100 
Missing scores 47 3.1  47 3.1  
Total Ever-ELs 1499 100  1499 100  
ELPAC  
Written Language 
Performance Level 
Grade 1/2017-18a Grade 2/2018-19 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
n 
%  
of 
Ever-ELs 
% of 
Ever-ELs 
w/Matched 
Scores 
Minimally developed  247 16.5 17.0 146 9.7 10.1 
Somewhat developed  514 34.3 35.4 411 27.4 28.3 
Moderately developed 472 31.5 32.5 485 32.4 33.4 
Well developed 168 11.2 11.6 177 11.8 12.2 
RFEP 51 3.4 3.5 233 15.5 16.0 
Total 1452 96.9 100 1452 96.9 100 
Missing scores 47 3.1  47 3.1  
Total Ever-ELs 1499 100  1499 100  
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Student Outcomes Study #1 (Brief 9):  
Smarter Balanced Summative Assessment (SBAC) Results 
 
Student Outcomes Study #1,  SEAL Students’ English Language Development and Academic Outcomes, 
evaluates the outcomes of three matched sample groups of students, from eleven1 SEAL districts and 
taught by SEAL teachers from 2014-15 through 2018-19. This appendix presents the results of the 
Summative Based Assessment for California (SBAC) for English language arts (ELA) and mathematics 
for Group A (grade 3 and grade 4) and Group B (grade 3). Group C did not have SBAC results since these 
students are second graders in the 2018019 and SBAC testing starts in grade 3. 
 
Student Group A 
 
Table J1 presents descriptive statistics for SBAC English language arts and mathematics (grade 3 and 
grade 4) for students in Group A with matched scores, by language classification. 
 
S4. Table J1 
Descriptive Statistics for SBAC by Language Classification, Group A with Matched Scores  
Group A 
SBAC 2017-18 
Grade 3 
SBAC 2018-19 
Grade 4  
n Min Max Mean SD n Min Max Mean SD 
Ever-EL (EL+RFEP)           
English lang arts scale score 253 2146 2583 2392.2 77.4 253 2229 2663 2443.8 83.0 
Mathematics scale score 253 2248 2603 2415.8 69.9 253 2204 2659 2457.2 76.0 
           
EL           
English lang arts scale score 194 2146 2568 2368.9 68.5 168 2229 2582 2409.6 74.1 
Mathematics scale score 194 2248 2603 2397.4 65.8 168 2204 2606 2431.1 71.1 
           
RFEP           
English lang arts scale score 59 2368 2583 2468.6 51.8 85 2382 2663 2511.5 52.7 
Mathematics scale score 59 2393 2575 2476.3 44.4 85 2382 2659 2508.9 56.6 
           
IFEP           
English lang arts scale score 3 2480 2571 2519.0 46.9 3 2530 2608 2578.3 42.2 
Mathematics scale score 3 2474 2621 2524.3 83.7 3 2528 2659 2589.3 65.9 
           
EO           
English lang arts scale score 103 2207 2590 2391.0 86.5 103 2203 2663 2433.9 96.2 
Mathematics scale score 103 2207 2587 2406.8 70.6 103 2263 2626 2448.2 74.0 
           
Total Group A           
English lang arts scale score 359 2146 2590 2392.9 80.6 359 2203 2663 2442.1 87.6 
Mathematics scale score 359 2207 2621 2414.1 70.9 359 2204 2659 2455.7 76.3 
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Tables J2 and J3 exhibit the SBAC English language arts and mathematics outcomes (grade 3 and grade 
4) by language classification for students in Group A with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table J2  
SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes by Language Classification 
Group A with Matched Scores (n = 359) 
Note.  ELA PL = English Language Arts performance level.  Grade 3/2017-18 SBAC outcomes shown by Grade 3/2017-18 language 
classification.  Grade 4/2018-19 SBAC outcomes shown by Grade 4/2018-19 language classification. 
 
 
S4. Table J3  
SBAC Mathematics Outcomes by Language Classification, Group A with Matched Scores (n = 359) 
Note.  PL = performance level.  Grade 3/2017-18 SBAC outcomes shown by Grade 3/2017-18 language classification.  Grade 4/2018-19 
SBAC outcomes shown by Grade 4/2018-19 language classification.  
 
 
  
SBAC  
ELA PL 
Grade 3/2017-18 Grade 4/2018-19 
n EL RFEP IFEP EO n EL RFEP IFEP EO 
Exceeded 42 4 
(2.1%) 
20 
(33.9%) 
2 
(66.7%) 
16 
(15.5%) 
56 6 
(3.6%) 
30 
(35.3%) 
2 
(66.7%) 
18 
(17.5%) 
Met 72 33 
(17.0%) 
22 
(37.3%) 
1 
(33.3%) 
16 
(15.5%) 
85 31 
(18.5%) 
37 
(43.5%) 
1 
(33.3%) 
16 
(15.5%) 
Nearly met  111 67 
(34.5%) 
17 
(28.8%) 
0 
(0%) 
27 
(26.2%) 
82 46 
(27.4%) 
13 
(15.3%) 
0 
(0%) 
23 
(22.3%) 
Not met  134 90 
(46.4%) 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
44 
(42.7%) 
136 85 
(50.6%) 
5 
(5.9%) 
0 
(0%) 
46 
(44.7%) 
Total 359 194 
(100%) 
59 
(100%) 
3 
(100%) 
103 
(100%) 
359 168 
(100%) 
85 
(100%) 
3 
(100%) 
103 
(100%) 
SBAC  
Math PL 
Grade 3/2017-18 Grade 4/2018-19 
n EL RFEP IFEP EO n EL RFEP IFEP EO 
Exceeded 46 
 
16 
(8%) 
18 
(31%) 
1 
(33%) 
11 
(11%) 
38 
 
9 
(5%) 
20 
(24%) 
0 
(0%) 
9 
(9%) 
Met 96 
 
38 
(20%) 
33 
(56%) 
2 
(67%) 
23 
(22%) 
90 
 
30 
(18%) 
35 
(41%) 
0 
(0%) 
25 
(24%) 
Nearly met  99 
 
60 
(31%) 
8 
(14%) 
0 
(0%) 
31 
(30%) 
128 
 
59 
(35%) 
27 
(32%) 
1 
(33%) 
41 
(40%) 
Not met  118 80 
(41%) 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
38 
(37%) 
103 
 
70 
(42%) 
3 
(4%) 
2 
(67%) 
28 
(27%) 
Total 359 
 
194 
(100%) 
59 
(100%) 
3 
(100%) 
103 
(100%) 
359 
 
168 
(100%) 
85 
(100%) 
3 
(100%) 
103 
(100%) 
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Tables J4 and J5 exhibit the SBAC English language arts and mathematics outcomes (grade 3 and grade 
4) by ELPAC Overall performance level for Ever-EL students in Group A with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table J4  
SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes by ELPAC Overall Performance Levels,  
Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 253) 
Note. SBAC 2017-18 outcomes by ELPAC 2017-18 performance levels that have been recoded with 18-19 ELPAC threshold ranges.   
SBAC 2018-19 outcomes by ELPAC 2018-19 performance levels. 
 
S4. Table J5 
SBAC Mathematics Outcomes by ELPAC Performance Levels 
Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 253) 
Note. SBAC 2017-18 outcomes by ELPAC 2017-18 performance levels that have been recoded with 18-19 ELPAC threshold ranges.   
SBAC 2018-19 outcomes by ELPAC 2018-19 performance levels. 
ELPAC 
Overall 
performance 
level 
Grade 3 SBAC English language arts 
 2017-18 
Grade 4 SBAC English language arts 
 2018-19 
n Exceeded Met 
Nearly 
met 
Not 
met 
n Exceeded Met 
Nearly 
met 
Not 
met 
Level 1 11 0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(1%) 
10 
(11%) 
7 0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
7 
 (8%) 
Level 2 72 0 
(0%) 
1 
(2%) 
15 
(18%) 
56 
(62%) 
38 0 
(0%) 
1 
(1%) 
5 
(8%) 
32 
(36%) 
Level 3 90 1 
(4%) 
20 
(36%) 
48 
(57%) 
21 
(23%) 
75 2 
(6%) 
12 
(18%) 
23 
(39%) 
38 
(42%) 
Level 4 21 3 
(13%) 
12 
(22%) 
3 
(4%) 
3 
(3%) 
48 4 
(11%) 
18 
(27%) 
18 
(31%) 
8 
(9%) 
RFEP 59 20 
(83%) 
22 
(40%) 
17 
(20%) 
0 
(0%) 
85 30 
(83%) 
37 
(54%) 
13 
(22%) 
5 
(5%) 
Total  253 24 
(100%) 
55 
(100%) 
84 
(100%) 
90 
(100%) 
253 36 
(100%) 
68 
(100%) 
59 
(100%) 
90 
(100%) 
ELPAC 
Overall 
performance 
level 
Grade 3 SBAC Mathematics 
 2017-18 
Grade 4 SBAC Mathematics 
 2018-19 
n Exceeded Met 
Nearly 
met 
Not 
met 
n Exceeded Met 
Nearly 
met 
Not 
met 
Level 1 11 
 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(4%) 
8 
(10%) 
7 
 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(1%) 
6 
(8%) 
Level 2 72 
 
0 
(0%) 
6 
(8.5%) 
17 
(25%) 
49 
(61%) 
38 
 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
10 
(12%) 
28 
(38%) 
Level 3 90 
 
8 
(23.5%) 
29 
(41%) 
34 
(50%) 
19 
(24%) 
75 
 
2 
(7%) 
16 
(25%) 
28 
(33%) 
29 
(40%) 
Level 4 21 
 
8 
(23.5%) 
3 
(4%) 
6 
(9%) 
4 
(5%) 
48 
 
7 
(24%) 
14 
(21%) 
20 
(23%) 
7 
(10%) 
RFEP 59 
 
18 
(53%) 
33 
(46.5%) 
8 
(12%) 
0 
(0%) 
85 
 
20 
(69%) 
35 
(54%) 
27 
(31%) 
3 
(4%) 
Total  253 
 
34 
(100%) 
71 
(100%) 
68 
(100%) 
80 
(100%) 
253 
 
29 
(100%) 
65 
(100%) 
86 
(100%) 
73 
(100%) 
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Student Group B 
 
The descriptive statistics, by language classification, for grade 3 SBAC English Language Arts and 
Mathematics for students in Group B are presented in Table J6. 
 
S4. Table J6 
Descriptive Statistics for SBAC by Language Classification, Group B with Matched Scores 
Group B 
SBAC 2018-19 
Grade 3 
n Min Max Mean SD 
Ever-EL (RFEP+EL)      
English lang arts scale score 814 2152 2623 2397.5 83.2 
Mathematics scale score 814 2189 2621 2416.9 77.4 
      
EL      
English lang arts scale score 514 2152 2623 2359.6 67.1 
Mathematics scale score 514 2189 2588 2384.6 66.1 
      
RFEP      
English lang arts scale score 300 2245 2623 2462.4 66.3 
Mathematics scale score 300 2305 2621 2472.2 62.6 
      
IFEP      
English lang arts scale score 42 2333 2623 2497.3 72.0 
Mathematics scale score 42 2358 2612 2490.4 62.5 
      
EO      
English lang arts scale score 532 2153 2623 2427.3 91.9 
Mathematics scale score 532 2200 2621 2438.4 83.2 
      
Total Group B      
English lang arts scale score 1388 2152 2623 2411.9 88.7 
Mathematics scale score 1388 2189 2621 2427.3 80.7 
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Tables J7 and J8 exhibit the grade 3 SBAC English language arts and mathematics outcomes by language 
classification for students in Group B students with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table J7 
SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes by Language Classification  
Group B with Matched Scores (n = 1388) 
Note.  Grade 3/2018-19 SBAC outcomes shown by grade 3/2018-19 language classification.   
 
 
S4. Table J8  
SBAC Mathematics Outcomes by Language Classification, Group B with Matched Scores (n = 1388) 
Note.  Grade 3/2018-19 SBAC outcomes shown by grade 3/2018-19 language classification.   
 
 
  
SBAC  
English language arts 
performance level 
Grade 3/2018-19 
n EL RFEP IFEP EO 
Exceeded 294 
 
16 
(3%) 
108 
(36%) 
26 
(62%) 
144 
(27%) 
Met 277 
 
51 
(10%) 
95 
(32%) 
7 
(17%) 
124 
(23%) 
Nearly met  369 
 
162 
(32%) 
73 
(24%) 
7 
(17%) 
127 
(24%) 
Not met  448 
 
285 
(55%) 
24 
(8%) 
2 
(5%) 
137 
(26%) 
Total 1388 
 
514 
(100%) 
300 
(100%) 
42 
(100%) 
532 
(100%) 
SBAC  
mathematics 
performance level 
Grade 3/2018-19 
n EL RFEP IFEP EO 
Exceeded 272 
 
25 
(5%) 
100 
(33.3%) 
21 
(50%) 
126 
(24%) 
Met 381 
 
84 
(16%) 
121 
(40.3%) 
14 
(33%) 
162 
(30.5%) 
Nearly met  345 
 
165 
(32%) 
57 
(19%) 
4 
(10%) 
119 
(22%) 
Not met  390 
 
240 
(47%) 
22 
(7.3%) 
3 
(7%) 
125 
(23.5%) 
Total 1388 
 
514 
(100%) 
300 
(100%) 
42 
(100%) 
532 
(100%) 
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Tables J9 and J10 exhibit the grade 3 SBAC English language arts and mathematics outcomes by 
ELPAC Overall performance level for Ever-EL students in Group B with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table J9  
2018-19 SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes by 2018-19 ELPAC Overall Performance Levels,  
Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 814) 
 
 
 
S4. Table J10  
2018-19 SBAC Mathematics Outcomes by 2018-19 ELPAC Overall Performance Levels,  
Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 814) 
 
2018-19 
ELPAC Overall 
performance level 
Grade 3 SBAC English language arts 
2018-19 
n Exceeded Met Nearly met Not met 
Level 1 53 0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
53 
(17%) 
Level 2 177 0 
(0%) 
1 
(1%) 
31 
(13%) 
145 
(47%) 
Level 3 224 6 
(5%) 
30 
(20%) 
104 
(44%) 
84 
(27%) 
Level 4 60 10 
(8%) 
20 
(14%) 
27 
(12%) 
3 
(1%) 
RFEP 300 108 
(87%) 
95 
(65%) 
73 
(31%) 
24 
(8%) 
Total 814 124 
(100%) 
146 
(100%) 
235 
(100%) 
309 
(100%) 
2018-19 
ELPAC Overall 
performance level 
Grade 3 SBAC Mathematics 
2018-19 
n Exceeded Met Nearly met Not met 
Level 1 53 0 
(0%) 
2 
(1%) 
5 
(2%) 
46 
(18%) 
Level 2 177 1 
(1%) 
12 
(6%) 
46 
(21%) 
118 
(45%) 
Level 3 224 8 
(6%) 
50 
(24%) 
94 
(42%) 
72 
(27.5%) 
Level 4 60 16 
(13%) 
20 
(10%) 
20 
(9%) 
4 
(1.5%) 
RFEP 300 100 
(80%) 
121 
(59%) 
57 
(26%) 
22 
(8%) 
Total 814 125 
(100%) 
205 
(100%) 
222 
(100%) 
262 
(100%) 
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Student Outcomes Study #2 (Brief 10): CELDT Outcomes for BIL and SEI Groups  
 
Student Outcomes Study #2, Comparison of English Language Development (ELD) and Academic 
Outcomes of SEAL Students in Bilingual (BIL) versus Structured English Immersion (SEI),  compares the 
ELD and academic outcomes of Ever-EL students in BIL and SEI programs. This appendix presents the 
results of the California English Language Development Test  (CELDT), administered to students as an 
initial assessment to identify them as EL, and annually as a summative assessment from 2013-14 
through 2016-17.  
 
Student Group A – CELDT Outcomes 
Tables K1-K3 display the total number of Group A Ever-EL students, by program type and language 
classification for each year of CELDT data included in the study.  
 
S4. Table K1 
2014-15 Language Classification and Program Type, Group A Ever-ELs (n = 368) 
Program type Grade K/2014-15 Language classification Total 
EL RFEP 
Bilingual 120 
(33%) 
0 
(0%) 
120 
(33%) 
Structured English Immersion 204 
(55%) 
0 
(0%) 
204 
(55%) 
Other a 44 
(12%) 
0 
(0%) 
44 
(12%) 
Total  368 
(100%) 
0 
(0%) 
368 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learners with matched scores.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.   
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students with matched scores that did not have a program type provided by their 
district or did not meet the criteria for the program types in this study.  
 
S4. Table K2 
2015-16 Language Classification and Program Type, Group A Ever-ELs (n = 368) 
Program type Grade 1/2015-16 Language classification Total 
EL RFEP 
Bilingual 120 
(33%) 
0 
(0%) 
120 
(33%) 
Structured English Immersion 204 
(56%) 
0 
(0%) 
204 
(55%) 
Other a 43 
(12%) 
1 
(100%) 
44 
(12%) 
Total  367 
(100%) 
1 
(100%) 
368 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learners with matched scores.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.   
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students with matched scores that did not have a program type provided by their 
district or did not meet the criteria for the program types in this study.  
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S4. Table K3 
2016-17 Language Classification and Program Type, Group A Ever-ELs (n = 368) 
Program type Grade 2/2016-17 Language classification Total 
EL RFEP 
Bilingual 115 
(33%) 
5 
(25%) 
120 
(33%) 
Structured English Immersion 194 
(56%) 
10 
(50%) 
204 
(56%) 
Other a 39 
(11%) 
5 
(25%) 
44 
(10%) 
Total  348 
(100%) 
20 
(100%) 
368 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learners with matched scores.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.   
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students with matched scores that did not have a program type provided by their 
district or did not meet the criteria for the program types in this study.  
 
 
 
Table K4 presents the descriptive statistics for CELDT by program type for Group A EL students with 
matched scores. 
 
S4. Table K4 
Descriptive Statistics for CELDT by Program Type, Group A ELs with Matched Scores  
CELDT Overall scale scores Group A ELs 
n Min Max Mean SD 
Grade K, 2014-15 a      
Bilingual 120 184 472 316.4 80.6 
Structured English Immersion 204 184 498 369.4 61.2 
Other 44 243 483 368.2 51.6 
Grade 1, 2015-16 b      
Bilingual 120 191 578 389.9 73.1 
Structured English Immersion 204 185 584 437.8 49.9 
Other 43 361 583 435.3 41.9 
Grade 2, 2016-17 c      
Bilingual 115 305 537 433.1 47.0 
Structured English Immersion 194 309 570 468.7 43.4 
Other 39 387 537 468.3 38.1 
Note. There is a variation in group size from year to year as students are reclassified as Fluent English proficient and are no longer 
administered the CELDT.  
a n = 368 ELs 
b n = 367 ELs 
c n = 348 ELs 
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Tables K5-K7 show the CELDT outcomes by proficiency level and program type for Group A EL 
students with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table K5 
2014-15 CELDT Overall Outcomes by Program Type, Group A ELs with Matched Scores (n = 368) 
CELDT Overall PL  
Grade K/2014-15 n 
Program type 
Total  Bilingual SEI Other A 
Beginning 133 69 
(58%) 
52 
(26%) 
12 
(27%) 
133 
(36%) 
Early intermediate 129 30 
(25%) 
81 
(40%) 
18 
(41%) 
129 
(35%) 
Intermediate 95 19 
(16%) 
63 
(31%) 
13 
(30%) 
95 
(26%) 
Early advanced 11 2 
(2%) 
8 
(4%) 
1 
(2%) 
11 
(3%) 
Advanced 0 0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
Total 368 120 (100%) 
204 
(100%) 
44 
(100%) 
368 
(100%) 
Note. PL=Performance Level. SEI=Structured English immersion.  
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students with matched scores that did not have a program type provided by their 
district or did not meet the criteria for the program types in this study.  
 
 
S4. Table K6 
2015-16 CELDT Overall Outcomes by Program Type, Group A ELs with Matched Scores (n = 367) 
CELDT Overall PL  
Grade 1/2015-16 n 
Program type 
Total  
Bilingual SEI Other a 
Beginning 43 33 
(2.5%) 
10 
(5%) 
0 
(0%) 
43 
(12%) 
Early intermediate 70 32 
(27%) 
29 
(14%) 
9 
(21%) 
70 
(19%) 
Intermediate 154 36 
(16%) 
93 
(46%) 
25 
(58%) 
154 
(42%) 
Early advanced 85 16 
(13%) 
63 
(31%) 
6 
(14%) 
85 
(23%) 
Advanced 15 3 
(2.5%) 
9 
(4%) 
3 
(7%) 
15 
(4%) 
Total 367 120 (100%) 
204 
(100%) 
43 
(100%) 
367 
(100%) 
Note.  PL=Performance Level. SEI=Structured English immersion.  
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students with matched scores that did not have a program type provided by their 
district or did not meet the criteria for the program types in this study.  
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S4. Table K7 
2016-17 CELDT Overall Outcomes by Program Type, Group A ELs with Matched Scores (n = 348) 
CELDT Overall PL  
Grade 2/2016-17 n 
Program type 
Total  Bilingual SEI Other a 
Beginning 35 22 
(19%) 
11 
(6%) 
2 
(5%) 
35 
(10%) 
Early intermediate 95 43 
(37%) 
45 
(23%) 
7 
(18%) 
95 
(27%) 
Intermediate 144 40 
(35%) 
83 
(43%) 
21 
(54%) 
144 
(41%) 
Early advanced 66 10 
(9%) 
47 
(24%) 
9 
(23%) 
66 
(19%) 
Advanced 8 0 
(0%) 
8 
(4%) 
0 
(0%) 
8 
(2%) 
Total 348 115 (100%) 
194 
(100%) 
39 
(100%) 
348 
(100%) 
Note.  PL=Performance Level. SEI=Structured English immersion.  
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students with matched scores that did not have a program type provided by their 
district or did not meet the criteria for the program types in this study.  
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Student Group B – CELDT Outcomes 
Tables K8 and K9 display the total number of Group B EL students, by program type and language 
classification for 2015-16 and 2016-17.  
 
S4. Table K8 
2015-16 Language Classification and Program Type, Group B Ever-ELs (n = 1048) 
Program Type Grade K/2015-16 Language classification Total 
EL RFEP 
Bilingual 228 
(22%) 
0 
(0%) 
228 
(22%) 
Structured English Immersion 640 
(61%) 
0 
(0%) 
640 
(62%) 
Other a 180 
(17%) 
0 
(0%) 
180 
(15%) 
Total  1048 
(100%) 
0 
(0%) 
1048 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learners with matched scores.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.   
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students with matched scores that did not have a program type provided by their 
district or did not meet the criteria for the program types in this study.  
 
 
 
S4. Table K9 
2016-17 Language Classification and Program Type, Group B Ever-ELs (n = 1048) 
Program Type 
Grade 1/2016-17 Language classification 
Total 
EL RFEP 
Bilingual 225 
(22%) 
3 
(100%) 
228 
(22%) 
Structured English Immersion 640 
(61%) 
0 
(0%) 
640 
(61%) 
Other a 180 
(17%) 
0 
(0%) 
180 
(17%) 
Total  1045 
(100%) 
3 
(100%) 
1048 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learners with matched scores.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.   
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students with matched scores that did not have a program type provided by their 
district or did not meet the criteria for the program types in this study.  
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Table K10 presents the descriptive statistics for CELDT by program type for Group B Ever-EL students 
with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table K10 
Descriptive Statistics for CELDT by Program Type, Group B ELs with Matched Scores  
CELDT Overall Scale Scores 
Group B ELs 
n Min Max Mean SD 
Grade K, 2015-16 a      
Bilingual 228 184 540 349.3 83.7 
Structured English Immersion 640 184 520 363.6 67.1 
Other c 180 184 502 361.6 67.6 
Grade 1, 2016-17 b      
Bilingual 225 187 559 412.1 71.9 
Structured English Immersion 640 184 588 444.4 52.7 
Other c 180 184 559 434.1 63.6 
Note. There is a variation in group size from year to year as students are reclassified as Fluent English proficient and are no longer 
administered the CELDT.  
a n = 1048 ELs 
b n = 1045 ELs 
c Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students with matched scores that did not have a program type provided by their 
district or did not meet the criteria for the program types in this study.  
 
Tables K11 and K12 report the CELDT outcomes by proficiency level and program type for Group B 
Ever-EL students with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table K11 
2015-16 CELDT Overall Outcomes by Program Type, Group B ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1048) 
CELDT Overall PL  
Grade K/2015-16 n 
Program type Total  
Bilingual SEI Other a 
Beginning 356 84 
(37%) 
208 
(33%) 
64 
(36%) 
356 
(34%) 
Early intermediate 317 67 
(29%) 
201 
(31%) 
 
49 
(27%) 
317 
(30%) 
Intermediate 325 64 
(28%) 
204 
(32%) 
57 
(32%) 
325 
(31%) 
Early advanced 46 11 
(5%) 
26 
(4%) 
9 
(5%) 
46 
(4%) 
Advanced 4 2 
(1%) 
1 
(0.2%) 
1 
(1%) 
4 
(0.4%) 
Total 1048 228 (100%) 
640 
(100%) 
180 
(100%) 
1048 
(100%) 
Note.  PL=Performance Level. SEI=Structured English immersion.  
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students with matched scores that did not have a program type provided by their 
district or did not meet the criteria for the program types in this study.  
 
Section 4 | Appendix K    7 
S4. Table K12 
2016-17 CELDT Overall Outcomes by Program Type, Group B ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1045) 
CELDT Overall PL  
Grade 1/2016-17 n 
Program Type 
Total  Bilingual SEI Other a 
Beginning 91 39 
(17%) 
34 
(5%) 
18 
(10%) 
91 
(9%) 
Early Intermediate 145 42 
(19%) 
74 
(12%) 
29 
(16%) 
145 
(14%) 
Intermediate 404 84 
(37%) 
261 
(41%) 
59 
(33%) 
404 
(39%) 
Early Advanced 328 50 
(22%) 
218 
(34%) 
60 
(33%) 
328 
(31%) 
Advanced 77 10 
(4%) 
53 
(8%) 
14 
(8%) 
77 
(7%) 
Total 1045 225 (100%) 
640 
(100%) 
180 
(100%) 
1045 
(100%) 
Note.  PL=Performance Level. SEI=Structured English immersion.  
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students with matched scores that did not have a program type provided by their 
district or did not meet the criteria for the program types in this study.  
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Student Group C – CELDT Outcomes 
Table K13 displays the total number of Group C Ever-EL students, by program type and language 
classification for 2016-17.  
 
 
S4. Table K13 
2016-17 Language Classification and Program Type, Group C Ever-ELs (n = 1452) 
Program Type Grade K/2016-17 Language Classification Total 
EL RFEP 
Bilingual 106 
(7%) 
0 
(0%) 
106 
(7%) 
Structured English Immersion 980 
(68%) 
0 
(0%) 
980 
(68%) 
Other a 366 
(25%) 
0 
(0%) 
366 
(25%) 
Total  1452 
(100%) 
0 
(0%) 
1452 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learners with matched scores.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.   
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students with matched scores that did not have a program type provided by their 
district or did not meet the criteria for the program types in this study.  
 
 
 
 
Table K10 presents the descriptive statistics for CELDT by program type for Group C Ever-EL students 
with CELDT matched scores. 
 
S4. Table K14 
Descriptive Statistics for CELDT by Program Type, Group C ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1452) 
CELDT Overall Scale Scores Group C ELs 
n Min Max Mean SD 
Grade K, 2016-17       
Bilingual 106 184 502 370.9 66.6 
Structured English Immersion 980 184 540 366.6 68.7 
Other 366 184 522 340.4 77.0 
Note. There is a variation in group size from year to year as students are reclassified as Fluent English proficient and are no longer 
administered the CELDT.  
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Table K15 reports the CELDT outcomes by proficiency level and program type for Group C Ever-EL 
students with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table K15 
2016-17 CELDT Overall Outcomes by Program Type, Group C ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1452) 
CELDT Overall PL  
Grade 1/2016-17 n 
Program Type 
Total  Bilingual SEI Other a 
Beginning 485 30 
(28%) 
289 
(30%) 
166 
(45%) 
485 
(33%) 
Early Intermediate 465 29 
(27%) 
333 
(34%) 
103 
(28%) 
465 
(32%) 
Intermediate 402 41 
(39%) 
282 
(29%) 
79 
(22%) 
402 
(28%) 
Early Advanced 91 5 
(5%) 
70 
(7%) 
16 
(4%) 
91 
(6%) 
Advanced 9 1 
(1%) 
6 
(0.6%) 
2 
(0.5%) 
9 
(0.6%) 
Total 1452 (100%) 
106 
(100%) 
980 
(100%) 
366 
(100%) 
1452 
(100%) 
Note.  PL=Performance Level. SEI=Structured English immersion.  
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students with matched scores that did not have a program type provided by their 
district or did not meet the criteria for the program types in this study.  
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Student Outcomes Study #2 (Brief 10): ELPAC Outcomes for BIL and SEI Groups 
 
Student Outcomes Study #2, Comparison of English Language Development (ELD) and Academic 
Outcomes of SEAL Students in Bilingual (BIL) versus Structured English Immersion (SEI),  compares the 
ELD and academic outcomes of Ever-EL students in BIL and SEI programs, three matched sample groups 
of students.  This appendix presents the results of the English Language Proficiency Assessments for 
California (ELPAC), administered to all ELs to determine progress toward English language proficiency. 
The assessment is comprised of the Initial ELPAC, administered to identify students as English Learners 
(ELs), and the Summative ELPAC administered to all ELs to determine progress toward English language 
proficiency.  This appendix includes Summative ELPAC data for 2017-18 and 2018-19. 
 
Student Group A – ELPAC Outcomes 
Tables L1 and L2 display the total number of Group A Ever-EL students, by program type and language 
classification for each year of ELPAC data included in this study.   
 
S4. Table L1 
2017-18 Language Classification and Program Type, Group A Ever-ELs (n = 368) 
Program type 
Grade 3/2017-18 Language classification 
Total 
EL RFEP 
Bilingual 104 
(36%) 
16 
(20%) 
120 
(33%) 
Structured English Immersion 150 
(52%) 
54 
(66%) 
204 
(55%) 
Other a 32 
(11%) 
12 
(15%) 
44 
(12%) 
Total  286 
(100%) 
82 
(100%) 
368 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learners with matched scores.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.   
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in this study.  
 
S4. Table L2 
2018-19 Language Classification and Program Type, Group A Ever-ELs (n = 368) 
Program type 
Grade 4/2018-19 Language classification 
Total 
EL RFEP 
Bilingual 91 
(38%) 
29 
(23%) 
120 
(33%) 
Structured English Immersion 126 
(52%) 
78 
(61%) 
204 
(55%) 
Other a 24 
(10%) 
20 
(16%) 
44 
(12%) 
Total  241 
(100%) 
127 
(100%) 
368 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learners with matched scores.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.   
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in this study.  
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Table L3 presents the descriptive statistics for ELPAC by program type for Group A EL students with 
matched scores. 
 
S4. Table L3 
Descriptive Statistics for ELPAC Overall by Program Type, Group A ELs with Matched Scores  
Group A 
ELPAC 2017-18 b 
Grade 3 
ELPAC 2018-19 
Grade 4  
n Min Max Mean SD n Min Max Mean SD 
Bilingual 104 1421 1587 1493.6 33.2 91 1425 1627 1520.4 44.5 
Structured English Immersion 150 1399 1603 1493.4 30.1 126 1412 1599 1521.0 34.5 
Other a 32 1408 1569 1510.4 36.4 24 1448 1668 1548.2 54.0 
Note. Group size changes from Grade 3 to Grade 4 because RFEP students are not administered the ELPAC.   
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in this study.  
b ELPAC 2017-18 recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges.  
 
 
Tables L4 and L5 show the ELPAC outcomes by proficiency level and program type for Group A Ever-
EL students with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table L4 
2017-18 ELPAC Overall Outcomes by Program Type, Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 368) 
ELPAC Overall PL a 
Grade 3/2017-18 
n 
Program type 
Total  
Bilingual SEI Other b 
Minimally developed 19 10 
(8%) 
8 
(4%) 
1 
(2%) 
19 
(5%) 
Somewhat developed 97 31 
(26%) 
59 
(29%) 
7 
(16%) 
97 
(26%) 
Moderately developed 137 52 
(43%) 
71 
(35%) 
14 
(32%) 
137 
(37%) 
Well developed 33 11 
(9%) 
12 
(6%) 
10 
(23%) 
33 
(9%) 
RFEP 82 16 
(13%) 
54 
27% 
12 
27% 
82 
22% 
Total 368 
120 
(100%) 
204 
(100%) 
44 
(100%) 
368 
(100%) 
Note. SEI=Structured English Immersion.  
a ELPAC 2017-18 recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges.  
b Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in this study. 
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S4. Table L5 
2018-19 ELPAC Outcomes by Program Type, Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 368) 
ELPAC Overall PL  
Grade 2/2018-19 
n 
Program type 
Total  
Bilingual SEI Other a 
Minimally developed 13 7 
(6%) 
5 
(3%) 
1 
(2%) 
13 
(4%) 
Somewhat developed 55 24 
(20%) 
27 
(13%) 
4 
(9%) 
55 
(15%) 
Moderately developed 103 34 
(28%) 
60 
(29%) 
9 
(21%) 
103 
(28%) 
Well developed 70 26 
(22%) 
34 
(17%) 
10 
(23%) 
70 
(19%) 
RFEP 127 29 
(24%) 
78 
38% 
20 
46% 
127 
35% 
Total 368 
120 
(100%) 
204 
(100%) 
44 
(100%) 
368 
(100%) 
Note. SEI=Structured English Immersion.  
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in this. 
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Student Group B– ELPAC Outcomes 
Tables L6 and L7 display the total number of Group B Ever-EL students with ELPAC matched scores, by 
program type and language classification for 2017-18 and 2018-19. 
 
S4. Table L6 
2017-18 Language Classification and Program Type, Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1048) 
Program type 
Grade 2/2017-18 Language classification 
Total 
EL RFEP 
Bilingual 202 
(22%) 
26 
(18%) 
228 
(22%) 
Structured English Immersion 554 
(61%) 
86 
(59%) 
640 
(61%) 
Other a 147 
(16%) 
33 
(23%) 
180 
(17%) 
Total  903 
(100%) 
145 
(100%) 
1048 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learner.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.   
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in this.  
 
 
 
S4. Table L7 
2018-19 Language Classification and Program Type, Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1048) 
Program type 
Grade 3/2018-19 Language classification 
Total 
EL RFEP 
Bilingual 160 
(25%) 
68 
(17%) 
228 
(22%) 
Structured English Immersion 369 
(58%) 
271 
(66%) 
640 
(61%) 
Other a 110 
(17%) 
70 
(17%) 
180 
(17%) 
Total  639 
(100%) 
409 
(100%) 
1048 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learner.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.   
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in this.  
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Table L8 presents the descriptive statistics for ELPAC by program type for Group B EL students with 
ELPAC matched scores. 
 
S4. Table L8 
Descriptive Statistics for ELPAC Overall by Program Type, Group B ELs with Matched Scores 
Group B 
ELPAC 2017-18 b 
Grade 2 
ELPAC 2018-19 
Grade 3  
n Min Max Mean SD n Min Max Mean SD 
Bilingual 202 1366 1618 1476.9 42.5 160 1314 1583 1493.2 39.9 
Structured English Immersion 554 1150 1668 1489.0 50.5 369 1150 1679 1486.5 43.8 
Other a 147 1150 1700 1494.4 66.5 110 1150 1688 1498.0 67.6 
Note. Group size changes from Grade 2 to Grade 3 because RFEP students are not administered the ELPAC.   
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in this.  
b ELPAC 2017-18 recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges.  
 
Tables L9 and L10 report the ELPAC outcomes by proficiency level and program type for Group B 
Ever-EL students with ELPAC matched scores in 2017-18 and 2018-19. 
 
S4. Table L9 
2017-18 ELPAC Outcomes by Program Type, Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1048) 
ELPAC Overall PL a 
Grade 2/2017-18 
n 
Program type 
Total  
Bilingual SEI Other b 
Minimally developed 50 16 
(7%) 
23 
(4%) 
11 
(6%) 
50 
(5%) 
Somewhat developed 297 81 
(36%) 
184 
(29%) 
32 
(18%) 
297 
(28%) 
Moderately developed 414 84 
(37%) 
257 
(40%) 
73 
(41%) 
414 
(40%) 
Well developed 142 21 
(9%) 
90 
(14%) 
31 
(17%) 
142 
(14%) 
RFEP 145 26 
(11%) 
86 
(13%) 
33 
(18%) 
145 
(14%) 
Total 1048 
228 
(100%) 
640 
(100%) 
180 
(100%) 
1048 
(100%) 
Note. SEI=Structured English Immersion.  
a ELPAC 2017-18 recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges.  
b Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in this study.  
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S4. Table L10 
2018-19 ELPAC Outcomes by Program Type, Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1048) 
ELPAC Overall PL a 
Grade 3/2018-19 
n 
Program type 
Total  
Bilingual SEI Other b 
Minimally developed 70 18 
(8%) 
36 
(6%) 
16 
(9%) 
70 
(7%) 
Somewhat developed 225 56 
(25%) 
145 
(23%) 
24 
(13%) 
225 
(22%) 
Moderately developed 275 65 
(29%) 
161 
(25%) 
49 
(27%) 
275 
(26%) 
Well developed 69 21 
(9%) 
27 
(4%) 
21 
(12%) 
69 
(7%) 
RFEP 409 68 
(30%) 
271 
(42%) 
70 
(39%) 
409 
(39%) 
Total 1048 
228 
(100%) 
640 
(100%) 
180 
(100%) 
1048 
(100%) 
Note. SEI=Structured English Immersion.  
a ELPAC 2017-18 recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges.  
b Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in this study. 
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Student Group C – ELPAC Outcomes 
Table L11 displays the total number of Group C Ever-EL students with matched scores, by program 
type and language classification for 2017-18 and 2018-19. 
 
 
S4. Table L11 
2017-18 Language Classification and Program Type, Group C Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1452) 
Program type 
Grade 1/2017-18 Language classification 
Total 
EL RFEP 
Bilingual 102 
(7%) 
4 
(8%) 
106 
(7%) 
Structured English Immersion 934 
(67%) 
46 
(90%) 
980 
(68%) 
Other a 365 
(26%) 
1 
(2%) 
366 
(25%) 
Total  1401 
(100%) 
51 
(100%) 
1452 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learner.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.   
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in this study. 
 
 
 
S4. Table L12 
2018-19 Language Classification and Program Type, Group C Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1452) 
Program type 
Grade 2/2018-19 Language classification 
Total 
EL RFEP 
Bilingual 93 
(8%) 
13 
(6%) 
106 
(7%) 
Structured English Immersion 845 
(69%) 
135 
(58%) 
980 
(68%) 
Other a 281 
(23%) 
85 
(37%) 
366 
(25%) 
Total  1219 
(100%) 
233 
(100%) 
1452 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learner.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.   
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in this study. 
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Table L13 presents the descriptive statistics for ELPAC by program type for Group C EL students with 
matched scores. 
 
 
S4. Table L13 
Descriptive Statistics for ELPAC Overall by Program Type, Group C ELs with Matched Scores  
Group A 
ELPAC 2017-18 a 
Grade 1 
ELPAC 2018-19 
Grade 2  
n Min Max Mean SD n Min Max Mean SD 
Bilingual 102 1278 1627 1452.4 43.3 93 1404 1594 1485.4 35.5 
Structured English 
Immersion 
934 1256 1700 1470.2 52.5 845 1150 1700 1504.3 58.1 
Note. Group size changes from Grade 1 to Grade 2 because RFEP students are not administered the ELPAC.   
a ELPAC 2017-18 recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges.  
 
 
 
Table L14 reports the ELPAC outcomes by proficiency level and program type for Group C Ever-EL 
students with ELPAC matched scores in 2017-18 and 2018-19. 
 
S4. Table L14 
2017-18 ELPAC Outcomes by Program Type, Group C Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1452) 
ELPAC Overall PL a 
Grade 1/2017-18 
n 
Program type 
Total  
Bilingual SEI Other b 
Minimally developed 120  12 
(11%) 
70 
(7%) 
38 
(10.4%) 
120 
(8%) 
Somewhat developed 492 45 
(42%) 
314 
(32%) 
133 
(36.3%) 
492 
(34%) 
Moderately developed 611 38 
(36%) 
427 
(43.5%) 
146 
(40%) 
611 
(42%) 
Well developed 178 7 
(7%) 
123 
(12.5%) 
48 
(13%) 
178 
(12%) 
RFEP 51 4 
(4%) 
46 
(5%) 
1 
(0.3%) 
51 
(4%) 
Total 1452 
106 
(100%) 
980 
(100%) 
366 
(100%) 
1452 
(100%) 
Note. SEI=Structured English Immersion.  
a ELPAC 2017-18 recoded with 2018-19 ELPAC threshold ranges.  
b Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in this study.  
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S4. Table L15 
2018-19 ELPAC Outcomes by Program Type, Group C Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 1452) 
ELPAC Overall PL  
Grade 2/2018-19 
n 
Program type 
Total  
Bilingual SEI Other a 
Minimally developed 58 5 
(5%) 
33 
(3%) 
20 
(5%) 
58 
(4%) 
Somewhat developed 319 28 
(26%) 
201 
(21%) 
90 
(25%) 
319 
(22%) 
Moderately developed 597 51 
(48%) 
407 
(42%) 
139 
(38%) 
597 
(41%) 
Well developed 245 9 
(8%) 
204 
(21%) 
32 
(9%) 
245 
(17%) 
RFEP 233 13 
(12%) 
135 
(14%) 
85 
(23%) 
233 
(16%) 
Total 1452 
106 
(100%) 
980 
(100%) 
366 
(100%) 
1452 
(100%) 
Note. SEI=Structured English Immersion.  
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in this study. 
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Student Outcomes Study #2 (Brief 10): SBAC Outcomes for BIL and SEI Groups 
 
Student Outcomes Study #2, Comparison of English Language Development (ELD) and Academic 
Outcomes of SEAL Students in Bilingual (BIL) versus Structured English Immersion (SEI),  compares the 
ELD and academic outcomes of Ever-EL students in BIL and SEI programs in three matched sample 
groups of students.  This appendix presents the results of the Summative Based Assessment for 
California (SBAC) for English language arts (ELA) and mathematics for Group A (grade 3 and grade 4) 
and Group B (grade 3). Group C did not have SBAC results since these students are second graders in 
the 2018-19 and SBAC testing starts in grade 3. 
 
Student Group A – SBAC Outcomes 
Table M1 displays the total number of Group A Ever-EL students with matched scores, by program type 
and language classification for each year of SBAC data included in this study.   
 
S4. Table M1 
2018-19 Language Classification and Program Type, Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 253) 
Program type 2018-19 Language classification Total 
EL RFEP 
Bilingual 74 
(44%) 
21 
(25%) 
95 
(38%) 
Structured English Immersion 75 
(45%) 
47 
(55%) 
122 
(48%) 
Other a 19 
(11%) 
17 
(20%) 
36 
(14%) 
Total  168 
(100%) 
85 
(100%) 
253 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learner.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.   
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in Student Outcomes Study #2.  
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Table M2 presents the descriptive statistics for SBAC ELA and SBAC mathematics by program type for 
Group A EL students with matched scores in grade 3 and grade 4. 
 
S4. Table M2 
Descriptive Statistics for SBAC by Program, Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 253) 
Group A 
SBAC 2017-18 
Grade 3 
SBAC 2018-19 
Grade 4  
n Min Max Mean SD n Min Max Mean SD 
Bilingual           
English Lang Arts Scale Score 95 2213 2569 2381.0 74.2 95 2229 2663 2441.2 87.5 
Mathematics Scale Score 95 2267 2554 2411.8 70.3 95 2204 2659 2455.0 83.5 
Structured English Immersion          
English Lang Arts Scale Score 122 2146 2583 2392.4 81.5 122 2230 2595 2432.8 80.2 
Mathematics Scale Score 122 2248 2603 2411.7 69.0 122 2253 2639 2447.5 72.0 
Other a           
English Lang Arts Scale Score 36 2286 2546 2421.1 64.6 36 2334 2611 2487.9 66.2 
Mathematics Scale Score 36 2287 2561 2440.3 68.9 36 2380 2601 2495.9 55.3 
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in Student Outcomes Study #2. 
 
 
Tables M3 and M4 show the 2017-18 SBAC English language arts and mathematics outcomes by 
proficiency level and program type for Group A Ever-EL students with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table M3 
2017-18 SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes by Program Type 
Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 253) 
SBAC ELA 
Grade 3 performance 
levels 
n 
Program type 
Total  
Bilingual SEI Other a 
Not met 90 35 
(37%) 
46 
(38%) 
9 
(25%) 
90 
(36%) 
Nearly met 84 39 
(41%) 
35 
(29%) 
10 
(28%) 
84 
(33%) 
Met 55 14 
(15%) 
29 
(24%) 
12 
(33%) 
55 
(22%) 
Exceeded 24 7 
(7%) 
12 
(10%) 
5 
(14%) 
24 
(9%) 
Total 253 95 (100%) 
122 
(100%) 
36 
(100%) 
253 
(100%) 
Note.  ELA=English Language Arts. SEI=Structured English Immersion. 
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in Student Outcomes Study #2. 
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S4. Table M4 
2017-18 SBAC Mathematics Outcomes by Program Type 
Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 253) 
SBAC Mathematics 
Grade 3  
performance levels 
n 
 
Total  
Bilingual SEI Other a 
Not met 80 33 
(35%) 
41 
(34%) 
6 
(17%) 
80 
(32%) 
Nearly met 68 21 
(22%) 
37 
(30%) 
10 
(28%) 
68 
(27%) 
Met 71 29 
(31%) 
31 
(25%) 
11 
(31%) 
71 
(28%) 
Exceeded 34 12 
(13%) 
13 
(11%) 
9 
(25%) 
34 
(13%) 
Total 253 95 (100%) 
122 
(100%) 
36 
(100%) 
253 
(100%) 
Note. SEI=Structured English immersion.  
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in Student Outcomes Study #2. 
 
Tables M5 and M6 show the 2018-19 SBAC English language arts and mathematics outcomes by 
proficiency level and program type for Group A Ever-EL students with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table M5 
2018-19 SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes by Program Type, Group A Ever-ELs with Matched 
Scores (n = 253) 
SBAC ELA 
Grade 4 
performance levels 
n 
Program type 
Total  
Bilingual SEI Other a 
Not met 90 34 
(36%) 
50 
(41%) 
6 
(17%) 
90 
(36%) 
Nearly met 59 24 
(25%) 
29 
(24%) 
6 
(17%) 
59 
(23%) 
Met 68 22 
(23%) 
30 
(25%) 
16 
(44%) 
68 
(27%) 
Exceeded 36 15 
(16%) 
13 
(11%) 
8 
(22%) 
36 
(14%) 
Total 253 95 (100%) 
122 
(100%) 
36 
(100%) 
253 
(100%) 
Note.  ELA=English Language Arts. SEI=Structured English Immersion. 
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in Student Outcomes Study #2. 
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S4. Table M6 
2018-19 SBAC Mathematics Outcomes by Program Type 
Group A Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 253) 
SBAC Mathematics 
Grade 4  
performance levels 
n 
Program type 
Total  
Bilingual SEI Other a 
Not met 73 29 
(31%) 
42 
(34%) 
2 
(6%) 
73 
(29%) 
Nearly met 86 31 
(33%) 
39 
(32%) 
16 
(44%) 
86 
(34%) 
Met 65 21 
(22%) 
33 
(27%) 
11 
(31%) 
65 
(26%) 
Exceeded 29 14 
(15%) 
8 
(7%) 
7 
(19%) 
29 
(11%) 
Total 253 95 (100%) 
122 
(100%) 
36 
(100%) 
253 
(100%) 
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in Student Outcomes Study #2. 
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Student Group B – SBAC Outcomes 
Table M7 displays the total number of Group B Ever-EL students with matched scores, by program type 
and language classification for each year of SBAC data included in this study.   
 
S4. Table M7 
2018-19 Language Classification – Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 814) 
Program type 
2018-19 Language classification 
Total 
EL RFEP 
Bilingual 140 
(27%) 
63 
(21%) 
203 
(25%) 
Structured English Immersion 271 
(53%) 
179 
(60%) 
450 
(55%) 
Other a 103 
(20%) 
58 
(19%) 
161 
(20%) 
Total Ever-ELs 514 
(100%) 
300 
(100%) 
814 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learner.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.   
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in Student Outcomes Study #2. 
 
 
Table M8 presents the descriptive statistics for grade 3 SBAC ELA and SBAC mathematics by program 
type for Group B EL students with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table M8 
Descriptive Statistics for SBAC by Program – Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 814) 
Group B 
SBAC 2018-19 
Grade 3 
n Min Max Mean SD 
Bilingual      
English Lang Arts Scale Score 203 2152 2570 2384.2 75.0 
Mathematics Scale Score 203 2189 2579 2410.9 70.9 
      
Structured English Immersion      
English Lang Arts Scale Score 450 2186 2623 2398.4 85.6 
Mathematics Scale Score 450 2189 2621 2417.0 80.1 
      
Other a      
English Lang Arts Scale Score 161 2189 2597 2424.2 77.4 
Mathematics Scale Score 161 2214 2578 2411.7 84.1 
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in Student Outcomes Study #2. 
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Tables M9 and M10 show the 2018-19 SBAC English language arts and mathematics outcomes by 
proficiency level and program type for Group B Ever-EL students with matched scores. 
 
S4. Table M9 
2018-19 SBAC English Language Arts Outcomes by Program Type – Group B Ever-ELs with Matched 
Scores (n = 814) 
SBAC ELA 
Grade 3 
performance levels 
n 
Program type 
Total  
Bilingual SEI Other a 
Not met 309 82 
(40%) 
177 
(39%) 
50 
(31%) 
309 
(38%) 
Nearly met 235 62 
(31%) 
128 
(28%) 
45 
(28%) 
235 
(29%) 
Met 146 45 
(22%) 
68 
(15%) 
33 
(21%) 
146 
(18%) 
Exceeded 124 14 
(7%) 
77 
(17%) 
33 
(21%) 
124 
(15%) 
Total 814 203 
(100%) 
450 
(100%) 
161 
(100%) 
814 
(100%) 
Note.  ELA=English Language Arts. SEI=Structured English Immersion. 
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in Student Outcomes Study #2. 
 
S4. Table M10 
2018-19 SBAC Mathematics Outcomes by Program Type – Group B Ever-ELs with Matched Scores (n = 
814) 
SBAC Math 
Grade 3  
performance levels 
n 
Program type 
Total  Bilingual SEI Other a 
Not met 262 74 
(37%) 
139 
(31%) 
49 
(30%) 
262 
(32%) 
Nearly met 222 49 
(24%) 
136 
(30%) 
37 
(23%) 
222 
(27%) 
Met 205 61 
(30%) 
105 
(23%) 
39 
(24%) 
205 
(25%) 
Exceeded 125 19 
(9%) 
70 
(16%) 
36 
(22%) 
125 
(15%) 
Total 814 203 (100%) 
450 
(100%) 
161 
(100%) 
814 
(100%) 
Note. SEI=Structured English immersion.  
a Other = This category counts all of the Ever-EL students that did not have a program type provided by their district or did not meet the 
criteria for the program types in Student Outcomes Study #2. 
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Student Outcomes Study #2 (Brief 10):  
CELDT-ELPAC and SBAC Statistical Analyses  
 
 
Student Outcomes Study #2, Comparison of English Language Development (ELD) and Academic 
Outcomes of SEAL Students in Bilingual (BIL) versus Structured English Immersion (SEI), compares the 
ELD and academic outcomes of Ever-EL students in BIL and SEI programs.  This appendix presents the 
results of the statistical analyses conducted to determine differences between each group of EL 
students on the California English Language Development Test (CELDT).  The statistical analyses of the 
Summative Based Assessment for California (SBAC), beginning on page 5, for English language arts and 
mathematics were conducted for Group A only, as they are the only group with two years of SBAC data 
(grade 3 and grade 4). 
 
Student Group A – CELDT Overall (Pre-Assessment) Analysis 
Table N1 presents descriptive statistics for the CELDT overall pre-performance, according to scaled 
scores on the pre-assessment (grade K, 2014-15 CELDT) for BIL students (n = 120) and SEI students (n 
= 204) ELs in Group A.  The group means on the 2014-15 CELDT exam were compared using an 
Independent Samples t-Test. Since the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variances were 
met, the Independent Samples t-Test could be used.  Results showed that the SEI group performed 
significantly higher than the BIL group, (p < .001).  The effect size of .77 indicates a moderate to large 
difference between the means, with the SEI group mean falling .77 standard deviations above the BIL 
group mean. 
 
S4. Table N1 
Descriptive Statistics for Pre-Overall Performance on 2014-15 CELDT 
Group A English Learners with Matched Scores 
Group n Mean SD t df g p 
BIL 120 316.40 80.61 6.67 322 .77 < .001 
SEI 204 369.37 61.15     
Note.  An Independent Samples t-Test was conducted.  The analysis includes the pre (grade K) scaled scores on the 2014-15 CELDT 
exam for the SEI and BIL groups.  
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Student Group B – CELDT Overall (Pre-Assessment) Analysis 
Table N3 presents descriptive statistics for the CELDT overall performance, according to scaled scores 
on the pre-assessment (grade K, 2015-16 CELDT) for BIL students (n = 228) and SEI students (n = 640) 
in Group B.  The group means on the 2015-16 CELDT exam were compared using an Independent 
Samples t-Test.  The results showed that the SEI group performed significantly higher than the BIL group 
(p < .01).  The effect size of .20 indicates a small difference between the means, with the SEI group 
mean falling .20 standard deviations above the BIL group mean. 
 
S4. Table N3 
Descriptive Statistics for Pre-Overall Performance on 2015-16 CELDT 
Group B English Learners with Matched Scores 
Group n Mean SD t df g p 
BIL 228 349 83.7 2.59 866 .20 < .01 
SEI 640 364 67.1     
Note.  BIL=Bilingual.  SEI=Structured English Immersion.  An Independent Samples t-Test was conducted.  The analysis includes the pre 
(grade K) scaled scores on 2015-16 CELDT for the BIL and SEI groups.  
 
 
 
Student Group C – CELDT Overall (Pre-Assessment) Analysis 
Table N5 presents descriptive statistics for the pre-overall performance, according to scaled scores on 
the pre-assessment (grade K, 2016-17 CELDT) for BIL students (n = 106) and SEI students (n = 980) in 
Group C.  The group means on the 2016-17 CELDT exam were compared using an Independent Samples 
t-Test. Since the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variances were met, the Independent 
Samples t-Test could be used.  Results showed that there was not a significant difference between the 
means,  (p > .05).  The effect size of .06 indicates a trivial difference between the means, with the BIL 
group mean falling .06 standard deviations above the SEI group mean. 
 
S4. Table N5 
Descriptive Statistics for Pre-Overall Performance on 2016-17 CELDT 
Group C English Learners with Matched Scores 
Group n Mean SD t df g p 
BIL 106 371 66.60 −0.61 1084 .06 > .05 
SEI 980 367 68.73     
Note.  BIL=Bilingual.  SEI=Structured English Immersion.  An Independent Samples t-Test was conducted.  The analysis includes the pre 
(grade K) scaled scores on 2016-17 CELDT for the BIL and SEI groups.  
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Student Group A – SBAC Analyses 
The statistical analyses of SBAC English language arts (ELA) and SBAC mathematics scores for Group A 
examined these differences: 
• Pre to post performance (grade 3 to grade 4) for students in BIL and SEI 
• Pre-overall performance between the BIL and SEI  
• Post-overall performance between the BIL and SEI  
 
 
Differences in Pre- to Post-Performance on SBAC English Language Arts  
Table N7 displays descriptive statistics for the overall pre- to post-performance, according to scaled 
scores on the SBAC ELA for the BIL group (n = 95) and the SEI group (n = 122) in Group A.  The change 
in overall performance from pre to post for was analyzed using a Matched Pairs t-Test.  Results showed 
that there was a statistically significant difference in performance from pre to post on the SBAC ELA for 
the BIL group of students (p < .001), with a mean difference from pre to post of 60.21 (SD = 53.05).  The 
effect size of 1.13 indicates a large difference between the means, with the post mean falling 1.13 
standard deviations above the pre mean.  Results showed that there was a statistically significant 
difference in performance from pre to post on the SBAC ELA exam for the SEI group of students (p < 
.001), with a mean difference from pre to post of 40.43 (SD = 59.54).  The effect size of .67 indicates a 
moderate difference between the means, with the post mean falling .67 standard deviations above the 
pre mean. 
 
S4. Table N7 
Descriptive Statistics for Pre-Post Overall Performance on SBAC English Language Arts 
Group A with Matched Scores 
Group n 
Pre Post 
t df d p M SD M SD 
BIL 95 2380.97 7.62 2441.18 8.98 11.06 94 1.13 < .001 
SEI 122 2392.38 7.38 2432.81 7.26 7.45 121 .67 < .001 
Note.  A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted for the SEI and BIL groups.  The analysis includes pre- and post-mean raw scores for 
matched students on the SBAC ELA assessment. 
 
 
Differences in Pre- to Post-Performance on SBAC Mathematics  
Table N8 reports descriptive statistics for the pre- and post-performance for matched students on the 
SBAC mathematics assessment for the BIL group (n = 95) and the SEI group (n = 122).  A Matched Pairs 
t-Test was conducted to determine if a significant difference in the change in overall performance from 
pre to post existed for students.  Results showed that there was a statistically significant difference in 
performance from pre to post on SBAC mathematics for the BIL group of students (p < .001), with a 
mean difference from pre to post of 43.22 (SD = 43.65).  The effect size of .99 indicates a large 
difference between the means, with the post mean falling approximately 1 standard deviation above 
the pre mean.  Results showed that there was a statistically significant difference in performance from 
pre to post on SBAC mathematics for the SEI group of students (p < .001), with a mean difference from 
pre to post of 35.84 (SD = 43.04).  The effect size of .83 indicates a large difference between the means, 
with the post mean falling .83 standard deviations above the pre mean. 
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S4. Table N8 
Descriptive Statistics for Pre-Post Overall Performance on SBAC Mathematics 
Group A with Matched Scores 
Group n 
Pre Post 
t df d p M SD M SD 
BIL 95 2411.80 7.21 2455.02 8.57 9.65 94 .99 < .001 
SEI 122 2411.65 6.25 2447.49 6.52 9.20 121 .83 < .001 
Note.  A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted for the BIL and SEI groups.  The analysis includes pre- and post-mean raw scores for 
matched students on the SBAC mathematics assessment. 
 
 
Differences in Pre-Overall Performance on SBAC English Language Arts 
Table N9 presents descriptive statistics for the overall pre-performance, according to scaled scores on 
the pre-assessment (grade 3, 2017-18 SBAC ELA) for BIL students (n = 95) and SEI students (n = 122) in 
Group A.  The group means on the 2017-18 SBAC ELA were compared using an Independent Samples 
t-Test to determine if there was a significant difference in pre-overall scaled scores across the two 
groups.  Results showed that there was not a significant difference between the BIL and SEI group 
means on the 2017-18 SBAC ELA exam (p  > .05).  The effect size of .15 indicates a trivial difference 
between the means, with the SEI group mean falling .15 standard deviations above the BIL group mean. 
 
S4. Table N9 
Descriptive Statistics for Pre-Overall Performance on 2017-18 SBAC English Language Arts 
Group A with Matched Scores 
Group n Mean SD t df g p 
BIL 95 2380.97 74.24 1.06 215 .15 > .05 
SEI 122 2392.38 81.54     
Note.  An Independent Samples t-Test was conducted.  The analysis includes the pre (grade 3) scaled scores on the 2017-18 SBAC ELA 
exam for the SEI and BIL groups. 
 
 
Differences in Pre-Overall Performance on SBAC Mathematics 
Table N10 presents descriptive statistics for the overall pre-performance, according to scaled scores on 
the pre-assessment (grade 3, 2017-18 SBAC mathematics) for BIL students (n = 95) and SEI students (n 
= 122) in Group A.  The group means on the 2017-18 SBAC mathematics were compared using an 
Independent Samples t-Test to determine if there was a significant difference in pre-overall scaled 
scores across the two groups.  Results showed that there was not a significant difference between the 
BIL and SEI group means on the pre-assessment (p > .05).  The effect size of .002 indicates a trivial 
difference between the means, with the BIL group mean falling .002 standard deviations above the SEI 
group mean. 
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S4. Table N10 
Descriptive Statistics for Pre-Overall Performance on 2017-18 SBAC Mathematics 
Group A with Matched Scores 
Group n Mean SD t df g p 
BIL 95 2411.80 70.27 −0.02 215 .002 > .05 
SEI 122 2411.65 69.04     
Note.  An Independent Samples t-Test was conducted.  The analysis includes the pre (grade 3) scaled scores on the 2017-18 SBAC 
mathematics for the SEI and BIL groups.    
 
 
Differences in Post-Overall Performance on SBAC English Language Arts 
Table N11 presents descriptive statistics for the overall post-performance, according to scaled scores 
on the post-assessment (grade 4, 2018-19 SBAC ELA) for BIL students (n = 95) and SEI students (n = 122) 
in Group A.  Initially, a comparison of post overall performance on the 2018-19 SBAC ELA, according to 
scaled scores, across the two groups, was completed using a one-way ANCOVA test.  Scaled scores 
were rounded to the nearest whole number.  ANCOVA was used to account for initial differences in the 
groups, with the 2017-18 SBAC ELA pre-test scores entered as the covariate.  However, the test for 
homogeneity of regressions showed p < .05, which indicated that the assumption of homogeneity of 
regressions was violated, so the ANCOVA test would not yield valid results.  The Johnson-Neyman (JN) 
Procedure was used as an alternative.  The JN graph (Figure 1) for the model showed that the effect of 
group on SBAC ELA post-test scores is significant at ! = .05 for SBAC ELA pre-test scores greater than 
2375.  The BIL group (M = 2446.32) performed significantly higher than the SEI group (M = 2428.81) for 
all pre-test scores greater than 2375.  For higher pre-test scores, the effect of group on post-test scores 
was larger. 
 
S4. Table N11 
Descriptive Statistics for Post-Overall Performance on 2018-19 SBAC English Language Arts 
Group A with Matched Scores 
Group n Post scaled scores Observed mean Adjusted mean SD 
SEI 122 2432.81 2428.81 7.26 
BIL 95 2441.18 2446.32 8.98 
 
 Moderator value defining significance region  
Value % Below % Above  
2375 41 59  
Conditional effect of group on post-test scores at low and upper pre-test scores 
 b SE t LLCI ULCI 
Low M 0.23 10.21 0.02 −19.90 20.36 
Upper M 35.67 9.23 3.86* 17.47 53.87 
Note.  A Johnson-Neyman Procedure was conducted as a follow-up to an ANCOVA.  The analysis includes the post (grade 4) scaled 
scores on the 2018-19 SBAC ELA for the SEI and BIL groups, with the pre (grade 3) scaled scores on the 2017-18 SBAC ELA entered as a 
covariate.  
*p < .05  
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S4. Figure 1 
Johnson-Neyman Graph for Post-Overall Performance on 2018-19 SBAC English Language Arts 
Group A with Matched Scores 
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Differences in Post-Overall Performance on SBAC Mathematics 
Table N12 presents descriptive statistics for the overall post-performance, according to scaled scores 
on the post-assessment (grade 4, 2018-19 SBAC mathematics) for BIL students (n = 95) and SEI students 
(n = 122) in Group A.  A comparison of post overall performance on the SBAC mathematics exam, 
according to scaled scores, across the two groups, was completed using a one-way ANCOVA test.  
Scaled scores were rounded to the nearest whole number. ANCOVA was used to account for initial 
differences in the groups, with the 2017-18 SBAC mathematics pre-test scores entered as the covariate.   
 
Results of the ANCOVA, conducted to compare group mean performance on the 2018-19 SBAC 
mathematics assessment, showed that the main effect of group was not significant, (p > .05).  Partial 
eta squared of .01 shows that the main effect of group had a trivial effect on post-test scores, explaining 
.01 or 1% of the variance in the dependent variable.  The covariate of pretest was significant (p < .001), 
indicating that pre-test scores had a significant effect on post-test scores.  In other words, higher pre-
test scores were associated with higher post-test scores.  Partial eta squared of .69 shows that the 
covariate of pretest had a moderate effect on post-test scores, explaining .69 or 69% of the variance in 
the dependent variable.  Thus, the covariate of pretest explained more of the variance in the dependent 
variable than the main effect of group.  The adjusted means showed that the BIL group performed 
higher on the 2018-19 SBAC mathematics exam, but not significantly higher (adjusted means of 
2454.94 and 2447.55, respectively). 
 
S4. Table N12 
Descriptive Statistics for Post Overall Performance on 2018-19 SBAC Mathematics 
Group A with Matched Scores 
Group n Post scaled scores 
Observed mean Adjusted mean SD 
BIL 95 2455.02 2454.94 83.50 
SEI 122 2447.49 2447.55 72.03 
 
Source Sum of squares df Mean square F  p 
Pretest 886005.06 1 886005.06 477.50 .69 < .001 
Group 2915.72 1 2915.72 1.57 .01 > .05 
Error 397081.40 214 1855.52    
Note.  An ANCOVA test was conducted.  The analysis includes the post (grade 4) scaled scores on the 2018-19 SBAC mathematics for 
the SEI and BIL groups, with the pre (grade 3) scaled scores on the 2017-18 SBAC mathematics entered as a covariate. 
 
2
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Student Outcomes Study #3 (Brief 11): LAS Links© Español Student Samples 
 
Student Outcomes Study #3, Spanish Language Development (SLD) Outcomes of SEAL Students in 
Bilingual (BIL) and Structured English Immersion (SEI) Programs, compares the longitudinal SLD 
outcomes of children who were in SEI programs with those in BIL programs.  Three student cohorts 
(Cohort A, grades 1-4; Cohort B, grades K-3; and Cohort C, grades K-2) were tested annually using the 
LAS Links© Español (LAS Links©) assessment.  Table O1 reports the total number of students tested by 
student cohort and program type.  
 
S4. Table O1 
LAS Links© Assessment Totals by Student Cohort and Program Type 
Student cohort 
Program type 
Total 
Bilingual Structured English Immersion 
A 27 
(39%) 
14 
(30%) 
41 
(35%) 
B 30 
(43%) 
23 
(49%) 
53 
(45%) 
C 13 
(19%) 
10 
(21%) 
23 
(20%) 
Total  70 
(100%) 
47 
(100%) 
117 
(100%) 
 
 
Tables O2-O4 report the total number of students tested on LAS Links© by student cohort, district, and 
program type.  
 
S4. Table O2 
LAS Links© Assessment Totals by District and Program Type – Cohort A with Matched Scores (n = 41) 
District 
Program type Total 
Cohort A Bilingual Structured English Immersion 
Mountain View 6 
(22%) 
5 
(36%) 
11 
(27%) 
Redwood 11 
(41%) 
3 
(21%) 
14 
(34%) 
San Lorenzo 2 
(7%) 
1 
(7%) 
3 
(7%) 
San Rafael 8 
(30%) 
5 
(36%) 
13 
(32%) 
Total 27 
(100%) 
14 
(100%) 
41 
(100%) 
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S4. Table O3 
LAS Links© Assessment Totals by District and Program Type – Cohort B with Matched Scores (n = 53) 
District Program type Total Cohort B Bilingual Structured English Immersion 
Mountain View 3 
(10%) 
3 
(13%) 
6 
(11%) 
Redwood 10 
(33%) 
8 
(35%) 
18 
(34%) 
San Lorenzo 3 
(10%) 
5 
(22%) 
8 
(15%) 
San Rafael 14 
(47%) 
7 
(30%) 
21 
(40%) 
Total 30 
(100%) 
23 
(100%) 
53 
(100%) 
 
 
S4. Table O4 
LAS Links© Assessment Totals by District and Program Type – Cohort C with Matched Scores (n = 23) 
District Program type Total Cohort C Bilingual Structured English Immersion 
Mountain View 4 
(31%) 
4 
(40%) 
8 
(35%) 
Redwood 5 
(38%) 
4 
(40%) 
9 
(39%) 
San Rafael 4 
(31%) 
2 
(20%) 
6 
(26%) 
Total 13 
(100%) 
10 
(100%) 
23 
(100%) 
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Tables O5-O7 report the total number of students tested on LAS Links© by program type and language 
classification.  
 
S4. Table O5 
LAS Links© Assessment Totals by 2018-19 Language Classification and Program Type 
Cohort A with Matched Scores (n = 41) 
Program type 
2018-19 Language classification 
Total EL RFEP 
Bilingual 23 
(70%) 
4 
(50%) 
27 
(66%) 
Structured English Immersion 10 
(30%) 
4 
(50%) 
14 
(34%) 
Total  33 
(100%) 
8 
(100%) 
41 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learner.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.   
 
 
S4. Table O6 
LAS Links© Assessment Totals by 2018-19 Language Classification and Program Type 
Cohort B with Matched Scores (n = 53) 
Program type 
2018-19 Language classification 
Total EL RFEP 
Bilingual 25 
(60%) 
5 
(45%) 
30 
(57%) 
Structured English Immersion 17 
(40%) 
6 
(55%) 
23 
(43%) 
Total  42 
(100%) 
11 
(100%) 
53 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learner.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.   
 
 
S4. Table O7 
LAS Links© Assessment Totals by 2017-18 Language Classification and Program Type 
Cohort C with Matched Scores (n = 23) 
Program type 
2017-18 Language classification 
Total EL RFEP 
Bilingual 13 
(59%) 
0 
(0%) 
13 
(57%) 
Structured English Immersion 9 
(41%) 
1 
(100%) 
10 
(43%) 
Total  22 
(100%) 
1 
(100%) 
23 
(100%) 
Note. EL=English learner.  RFEP=Reclassified fluent English proficient.  2018-19 Language classification data was not available for this 
cohort.  
 
Section 4 – Appendix P 
Student Outcomes Study #3 (Brief 11):  
LAS Links© Español Results 
 
Student Outcomes Study #3, Spanish Language Development (SLD) Outcomes of SEAL Students in 
Bilingual (BIL) and Structured English Immersion (SEI) Programs, compares the longitudinal SLD 
outcomes of children who were in SEAL SEI programs with those in SEAL BIL programs.  Three groups 
of students (Grades 1-4, Grade K-3, and Grade K-2) were part of this study.  Each year students were in 
the study they were assessed in SLD using the LAS Links© Español (LAS Links©).   
 
Cohort A 
Table P1 presents LAS Links© overall results by proficiency level for Bilingual (BIL) and Structured English 
Immersion (SEI) students in Cohort A. 
 
S4. Table P1 
LAS Links© Español Overall Growth, by Proficiency Level – Cohort A (BIL, n= 27; SEI, n = 14) 
LAS Links©  
performance level  
Pre-test 
Grade 1/2015-16 
Post-test 
Grade 4/2018-19 
BIL SEI BIL SEI 
Beginning 1 
(3%) 
4 
(29%) 
2 
(7%) 
9 
(64%) 
Early Intermediate  3 
(11%) 
5 
(35%) 
2 
(7%) 
1 
(7%) 
Intermediate 8 
(30%) 
4 
(29%) 
5 
(19%) 
2 
(15%) 
Proficient 11 
(41%) 
1 
(7%) 
15 
(56%) 
1 
(7%) 
Above Proficient  4 
(15%) 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(11%) 
1 
(7%) 
Total  27 
(100%) 
14 
(100%) 
27 
(100%) 
14 
(100%) 
Note. BIL = Bilingual. SEI = Structured English Immersion.   
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LAS Links© Español Differences in Distribution of Counts per Performance Level  
Fisher’s Exact Test was conducted to determine if a significant difference in performance level 
distributions existed from pre (grade 1) to post (grade 4) for BIL and SEI students in Cohort A. Since one 
or more of the expected counts was less than 5, Fisher’s was used in lieu of a chi-square test of 
independence. Results showed that there was not a statistically significant difference in the 
distributions of performance levels for the two groups, p = .077.  Individual levels were not tested for 
significant differences, since the 5 x 2 test was not significant.   
 
Table P3 presents the absolute values of differences in counts per performance level from pre to post 
on the LAS Links© for SEI (n = 14) and BIL (n = 27) students in Cohort A.   
 
S4. Table P3 
Absolute Values of Differences in Counts per Performance Level from Pre to Post on LAS Links©  
Cohort A (BIL, n= 27; SEI, n = 14)  
LAS Links© Overall  
proficiency level 
Group 
BIL SEI 
Above Proficient 1 1 
Proficient 4 0 
Intermediate 3 2 
Early Intermediate 1 4 
Beginning 1 5 
Note.  BIL = Bilingual.  SEI = Structured English Immersion.  A Fisher’s Exact Test was conducted.  The analysis includes the absolute 
values of differences in counts per performance level from pre (grade 1) to post (grade 4) for SEI and BIL students.  p = .077 
 
LAS Links© Español Pre- to Post-Performance 
A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted to determine if a significant difference in the change in overall 
performance level from pre to post existed for students in the SEI group. Since the SEI group had many 
ties in rank and the difference scores were within acceptable skewness and kurtosis limits, a matched 
pairs t-test was used, instead of a Wilcoxon matched pairs signed rank test.  Results showed that there 
was not a statistically significant difference in performance level from pre to post for the SEI group of 
students (p = .453).  The effect size of .21 indicates a small difference between the means, with the 
post mean falling .21 standard deviations below the pre mean.  
 
Table P4 presents descriptive statistics for the pre- and post- performance levels for matched students 
on the LAS Links© for the SEI group (n = 14) in Cohort A.   
 
S4. Table P4 
Descriptive Statistics for Pre-Post Overall Performance Levels on LAS Links©– Cohort A 
Group n 
Pre Post 
t df d p 
M SD M SD 
SEI 14 2.14 0.95 1.86 1.35 -.773 13 .21 .453 
Note.  SEI=Structured English Immersion.   A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted. The analysis includes the pre (grade 1) and post 
(grade 4) performance levels for matched students on the LAS Links© for the SEI group.  
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A Wilcoxon Matched Pairs Signed Rank test was conducted to determine if a significant difference in 
the change in overall performance level from pre to post existed for students. The difference scores for 
the BIL group showed a kurtosis value of approximately 3.66, which falls outside of the ±3 limit. Thus, 
the data was not normally distributed, indicating a need for the Wilcoxon signed rank test. Although 
there were many ties present (as with the SEI group), use of the Wilcoxon test was required, due to 
non-normality of the data. Since n > 10 (n = 15, excluding occurrences of differences of 0), the Z statistic 
was used. Results showed that there was not a statistically significant difference in performance level 
from pre to post for the BIL group of students (p = .976) The effect size of .01 indicates a trivial 
difference between the means, with the post mean falling .01 standard deviations above the pre mean. 
(The negative Z-value, given by the Wilcoxon test, indicates a positive pre-post difference.) 
 
Table P5 presents descriptive statistics for the pre- and post- performance levels for matched students 
on the LAS Links© for the BIL group (n = 27) in Cohort A.   
 
S4. Table P5 
Descriptive Statistics for Pre-Post Overall Performance Levels on LAS Links©– Cohort A 
Group n Pre Post Z r p 
M SD M SD 
BIL 27 3.52 1.01 -0.03 1.05 -0.028 .01 .976 
Note.  BIL=Bilingual. A Wilcoxon Matched Pairs Signed Rank Test was conducted. The analysis includes the pre (grade 1) and post 
(grade 4) performance levels for matched students on the LAS Links© for the SEI and BIL groups.  
 
LAS Links© Español Overall Post-Performance  
An ANCOVA test was conducted to determine if there was a significant difference in post overall scaled 
scores across the two groups.   Scaled scores were rounded to the nearest whole number. ANCOVA 
was used to account for initial differences in the groups, with the pre-test scores entered as the 
covariate. The test for homogeneity of regressions showed p > .05, which indicated that the assumption 
of homogeneity of regressions was not violated, so the ANCOVA test could indeed be used. The 
Levene’s test for equality of variances was significant, F(1, 39) = 5.58, p = .023. However, the Q-Q Plot 
showed the data to be approximately normal, so since the ratio of the larger variance (71.148²) to the 
smaller variance (45.393²) is less than 3, the variances for the groups can be assumed to be equal. (If 
the data is badly skewed, the ratio of the larger variance to smaller variance should be less than 2, not 
3.) 
 
Results of the ANCOVA showed that the main effect of group was significant, F(1, 38) = 7.05, p = .012, 
!"#  = .16  which indicated that there was a statistically significant difference in the adjusted means, with 
the BIL group (M = 498.31) outperforming the SEI group (M = 448.55). Partial eta squared of .16 shows 
that the main effect of group had a trivial effect on post-test scores, explaining .16 or 16% of the 
variance in the dependent variable. The covariate of pretest was also significant, F(1, 38) = 10.69, p < 
.01, !"#  = .22, indicating that pretest scores had a significant effect on post-test scores. Partial eta 
squared of .22 shows that the covariate of pretest had a small effect on post-test scores, explaining .22 
or 22% of the variance in the dependent variable. Thus, the covariate of pretest explained slightly more 
of the variance in the dependent variable than the main effect of group. Since the ANCOVA adjusts the 
means, according to the pre-test scores, the groups can be interpreted to be equal at the beginning. 
Thus, even with a significant covariate, it can still be inferred that the means of the groups were 
significantly different at post-test, with the BIL group outperforming the SEI group. 
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Table P6 presents descriptive statistics for the overall post performance, according to scaled scores on 
the LAS Links© for the SEI group (n = 14) and BIL group (n = 27) in Cohort A.   
 
S4. Table P6 
Descriptive Statistics for Post Overall Performance on LAS Links© – Cohort A  
Group n 
Post scaled scores 
Observed mean Adjusted mean SD 
BIL 27 508.63 498.31 45.39 
SEI 14 428.64 448.55 71.15 
 
Source Sum of squares df Mean square F !"#  p 
Pretest 26208.49 1 26208.40 10.69** .22 < .01 
Group 17280.23 1 17280.23 7.05* .16 .012 
Error 93173.02 38 2451.92    
Note.  BIL=Bilingual.  SEI=Structured English Immersion.  An ANCOVA test was conducted. The analysis includes the post (grade 4) scaled 
scores on the LAS Links© for the SEI and BIL groups, with the pre (grade 1) scaled scores entered as a covariate.  
 
 
 
Cohort B 
Table P7 presents LAS Links© overall results by proficiency level for student Cohort B. 
 
S4. Table P7 
LAS Links© Español Overall Growth, by Proficiency Level – Cohort B (BIL, n= 30; SEI, n = 23) 
LAS Links©  
Performance level  
Pre-test 
Grade K/2015-16 
Post-test 
Grade 3/2018-19 
BIL SEI BIL SEI 
Beginning 0 
(0%) 
6 
(26%) 
2 
(7%) 
10 
(43%) 
Early Intermediate  10 
(33%) 
9 
(39%) 
1 
(3%) 
3 
(13%) 
Intermediate 12 
(40%) 
8 
(35%) 
2 
(7%) 
2 
(9%) 
Proficient 8 
(27%) 
0 
(0%) 
15 
(50%) 
8 
(35%) 
Above Proficient  0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
10 
(33%) 
0 
(0%) 
Total 30 
(100%) 
23 
(100%) 
30 
(100%) 
23 
(100%) 
Note.  BIL=Bilingual. SEI=Structured English Immersion.   
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LAS Links© Español Differences in Distribution of Counts per Performance Level  
A Fisher’s Exact Test was conducted to determine if a significant difference in performance level 
distributions existed from pre (grade K) to post (grade 3) for BIL and SEI students in Cohort B. Since one 
or more of the expected counts was less than 5, Fisher’s was used in lieu of a chi-square test of 
independence. Results showed that there was a statistically significant difference in the distributions 
of performance levels for the two groups, p = .028, with the BIL group showing a greater increase in 
proficiency from pre to post.  Since the 5 x 2 test was significant, each individual level was tested using 
a 1 x 2 Fisher’s exact test.  The above proficient level showed a significant difference at the .01 level of 
significance, with the BIL group outperforming the SEI group. Table P9 presents the absolute values of 
differences in counts per performance level from pre to post on the LAS Links© for SEI (n = 23) and BIL 
students (n = 30) in Cohort B.   
 
S4. Table P9 
Absolute Values of Differences in Counts per Performance Level from Pre to Post on LAS Links©  
Cohort B (BIL, n= 30; SEI, n = 23) 
LAS Links© Overall  
proficiency level 
Group 
BIL SEI 
Above Proficient 10 0 
Proficient 7 8 
Intermediate 10 6 
Early Intermediate 9 6 
Beginning 2 4 
Note.  BIL=Bilingual. SEI=Structured English Immersion.  A Fisher’s Exact Test was conducted. The analysis includes the absolute values 
of differences in counts per performance level from pre (grade K) to post (grade 3) for SEI and BIL students, p = .028. 
 
LAS Links© Español Pre- to Post-Performance 
A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted to determine if a significant difference in the change in overall 
performance level from pre to post existed for students in each group. Since there were many ties in 
rank with both groups and the difference scores were within acceptable skewness and kurtosis limits, 
the matched pairs t-test was used, instead of a Wilcoxon matched pairs signed rank test. Results 
showed that there was not a statistically significant difference in performance level from pre to post 
for the SEI group of students, p = .342.  The effect size of .20 indicates a small difference between the 
means, with the post mean falling .20 standard deviations above the pre mean.  However, results 
showed that there was a statistically significant difference in performance level from pre to post for 
the BIL group of students (p < .001) with a mean difference from pre to post of 1.07 (SD = 0.907).  The 
effect size of 1.18 indicates a large difference between the means, with the post mean falling 1.18 
standard deviations above the pre mean.  Table P10 presents descriptive statistics for the pre- and 
post- performance levels for matched students on the LAS Links© for the SEI group (n = 23) and BIL 
group (n = 30) in Cohort B.   
 
S4. Table P10 
Descriptive Statistics for Pre-Post Overall Performance Levels on LAS Links©– Cohort B 
Group n 
Pre Post 
t df d p 
M SD M SD 
BIL 30 2.93 0.79 4.00 1.08 6.44 29 1.18 < .001 
SEI 23 2.09 0.79 2.35 1.37 0.97 22 .20 .342 
Note.  BIL=Bilingual. SEI=Structured English Immersion.  A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted. The analysis includes the pre (grade K) 
and post (grade 3) performance levels for matched students on the LAS Links© for the SEI and BIL groups.  
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LAS Links© Español Overall Post-Performance  
An ANCOVA test was conducted to determine if there was a significant difference in post overall scaled 
scores across the two groups. ANCOVA was used to account for initial differences in the groups, with 
the pre-test scores entered as the covariate. The test for homogeneity of regressions showed p > .05, 
which indicated that the assumption of homogeneity of regressions was not violated, so the ANCOVA 
test could indeed be used. The Levene’s test for equality of variances was not significant, F(1, 51) = 
3.91, p = .054, indicating that variances for the groups were equal. 
 
Results of the ANCOVA showed that the main effect of group was significant, F(1, 50) = 9.93, p < .01,     
!"#  = .17,  which indicated that there was a statistically significant difference in the adjusted means, 
with the BIL group (M = 503.72) outperforming the SEI group (M = 461.93). Partial eta squared of .17 
shows that the main effect of group had a trivial effect on post-test scores, explaining .17 or 17% of the 
variance in the dependent variable. The covariate of pretest was also significant, F(1, 50) = 28.62, p < 
.001, !"#  = .36, indicating that pretest scores had a significant effect on post-test scores. In other words, 
higher pre-test scores were associated with higher post-test scores.  Partial eta squared of .36 shows 
that the covariate of pretest had a small effect on post-test scores, explaining .36 or 36% of the variance 
in the dependent variable.  Thus, the covariate of pretest explained more of the variance in the 
dependent variable than the main effect of group.  Since the ANCOVA adjusts the means, according to 
the pre-test scores, the groups can be interpreted to be equal at the beginning.  Thus, even with a 
significant covariate, it can still be inferred that the means of the groups were significantly different at 
post-test, with the BIL group outperforming the SEI group.  
 
Table P11 presents descriptive statistics for the overall post performance, according to scaled scores 
on the LAS Links© for the SEI group (n = 23) and BIL group (n = 30) in Cohort B.   
 
S4. Table P11 
Descriptive Statistics for Post Overall Performance on LAS Links© – Cohort B 
Group n Post scaled scores 
Observed mean Adjusted mean SD 
BIL 30 517.73 503.72 41.63 
SEI 23 443.65 461.93 64.88 
 
Source Sum of squares df Mean square F !"#  p 
Pretest 52005.07 1 52005.07 28.62 .36 < .001 
Group 18036.62 1 18036.62 9.93 .17 < .01 
Error 90860.01 50 1817.20    
Note.  BIL=Bilingual. SEI=Structured English Immersion.  An ANCOVA test was conducted. The analysis includes the post (grade 3) 
scaled scores on the LAS Links© for the SEI and BIL groups, with the pre (grade K) scaled scores entered as a covariate.   
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Cohort C 
Table P12 presents LAS Links© overall results by proficiency level for student Cohort C. 
 
S4. Table P12 
LAS Links© Español Overall Growth, by Proficiency Level – Cohort C (BIL, n= 13; SEI, n = 10) 
LAS Links©  
Performance level  
Pre-test 
Grade K/2016-17 
Post-test 
Grade 2/2018-19 
BIL SEI BIL SEI 
Beginning 0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(8%) 
0 
(0%) 
Early Intermediate  4 
(31%) 
0 
(0%) 
9 
(69%) 
0 
(0%) 
Intermediate 6 
(46%) 
2 
(20%) 
2 
(15%) 
2 
(20%) 
Proficient 3 
(23%) 
5 
(50%) 
1 
(8%) 
0 
(0%) 
Above Proficient  0 
(0%) 
3 
(30%) 
0 
(0%) 
8 
(80%) 
Total 13 
(100%) 
10 
(100%) 
13 
(100%) 
10 
(100%) 
Note.  BIL=Bilingual. SEI=Structured English Immersion.   
 
LAS Links© Español Differences in Distribution of Counts per Performance Level  
A Fisher’s Exact Test was conducted to determine if a significant difference in performance level 
distributions existed from pre (Grade K) to post (Grade 2) for these two groups. Since one or more of 
the expected counts was less than 5, Fisher’s was used in lieu of a chi-square test of independence. 
Results showed that there was a statistically significant difference in the distributions of performance 
levels for the two groups, p < .001, with the BIL group showing a greater increase in proficiency from 
pre to post.  Since the 5 x 2 test was significant, each individual level was tested using a 1 x 2 Fisher’s 
exact test.  None of the individual levels showed a significant difference at the .01 level of significance.  
 
Table P14 presents the absolute values of differences in counts per performance level from pre to post 
on the LAS Links© for SEI (n = 10) and BIL students (n = 13) in Cohort C.   
 
S4. Table P14 
Absolute Values of Differences in Counts per Performance Level from Pre to Post on LAS Links© 
Cohort C (BIL, n= 13; SEI, n = 10) 
LAS Links© Overall  
proficiency level 
Group 
BIL SEI 
Above Proficient 1 0 
Proficient 5 0 
Intermediate 4 0 
Early Intermediate 2 5 
Beginning 0 5 
Note.  BIL=Bilingual. SEI=Structured English Immersion.  A Fisher’s Exact Test was conducted. The analysis includes the absolute values 
of differences in counts per performance level from pre (grade K) to post (grade 2) for SEI and BIL students.  p < .001 
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LAS Links© Español Pre- to Post-Performance 
A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted to determine if a significant difference in the change in overall 
performance level from pre to post existed for students in each group. Since there were many ties in 
rank with both groups and the difference scores were within acceptable skewness and kurtosis limits, 
the matched pairs t-test was used, instead of a Wilcoxon matched pairs signed rank test. Results 
showed that there was not a statistically significant difference in performance level from pre to post 
for the SEI group of students, t(9) = −1.86, p = .096, d = .59. The effect size of .59 indicates a moderate 
difference between the means, with the post mean falling .59 standard deviations below the pre mean.  
However, results showed that there was a statistically significant difference in performance level from 
pre to post for the BIL group of students, t(12) = 5.20, p < .001, d = 1.44, with a mean difference from 
pre to post of 0.69 (SD = 0.48).  The effect size of 1.44 indicates a large difference between the means, 
with the post mean falling 1.44 standard deviations above the pre mean. 
 
Table P15 presents descriptive statistics for the pre- and post- performance levels for matched students 
on the LAS Links© for the SEI group (n = 10) and BIL group (n = 13) in Cohort C.   
 
S4. Table P15 
Descriptive Statistics for Pre-Post Overall Performance Levels on LAS Links©– Cohort C 
Group n Pre Post t df d p 
M SD M SD 
BIL 13 3.08 0.76 3.77 0.73 5.20 12 1.44 < .001 
SEI 10 1.90 0.74 1.40 0.84 -1.86 9 .59 .096 
Note.  BIL=Bilingual. SEI=Structured English Immersion.  A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted.  The analysis includes the pre (grade K) 
and post (grade 2) performance levels for matched students on the LAS Links© for the SEI and BIL groups.   
 
LAS Links© Español Overall Post-Performance  
An ANCOVA test was conducted to determine if there was a significant difference in post overall scaled 
scores across the two groups.  Scaled scores were rounded to the nearest whole number. ANCOVA was 
used to account for initial differences in the groups, with the pre-test scores entered as the covariate. 
The test for homogeneity of regressions showed p > .05, which indicated that the assumption of 
homogeneity of regressions was not violated, so the ANCOVA test could indeed be used. The Levene’s 
test for equality of variances was significant, F(1, 21) = 5.23, p = .032, indicating that variances for the 
groups were unequal, but with equal or approximately equal samples sizes, the assumption of equal 
variances can be ignored. 
 
Results of the ANCOVA showed that the main effect of group was significant, F(1, 20) = 17.63, p < .001, 
!"#  = .47, which indicated that there was a statistically significant difference in the adjusted means, with 
the BIL group (M = 482.14) outperforming the SEI group (M = 407.52).  Partial eta squared of .47 shows 
that the main effect of group had a small to medium effect on post-test scores, explaining .47 or 47% 
of the variance in the dependent variable. The covariate of pretest was also significant, F(1, 20) = 4.91, 
p = .038, !"#  = .20, indicating that pretest scores had a significant effect on post-test scores.  Partial eta 
squared of .20 shows that the covariate of pretest had a small effect on post-test scores, explaining .20 
or 20% of the variance in the dependent variable. Thus, the main effect of group explained more of the 
variance in the dependent variable than the covariate of pretest. Since the ANCOVA adjusts the means, 
according to the pre-test scores, the groups can be interpreted to be equal at the beginning. Thus, even 
with a significant covariate, it can still be inferred that the means of the groups were significantly 
different at post-test, with the BIL group outperforming the SEI group. 
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Table P16 presents descriptive statistics for the overall post performance, according to scaled scores 
on the LAS Links© for the SEI group (n = 10) and BIL group (n = 13) in Cohort C.   
 
S4. Table P16 
Descriptive Statistics for Post Overall Performance on LAS Links© – Cohort C 
Group n 
Post scaled scores 
Observed mean Adjusted mean SD 
BIL 13 493.46 482.14 24.21 
SEI 10 392.80 407.52 44.71 
 
Source Sum of squares df Mean square F !"#  p 
Pretest 4931.43 1 4931.43 4.91 .20 .038 
Group 17708.72 1 17708.72 17.63 .47 < .001 
Error 20089.40 20 1004.47    
Note.  BIL=Bilingual. SEI=Structured English Immersion.  An ANCOVA test was conducted.  The analysis includes the post (grade 2) scaled 
scores on the LAS Links© for the BIL and SEI groups, with the pre (grade K) scaled scores entered as a covariate.  
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Student Outcomes Study #4 (Brief 12): preLAS© Student Samples 
 
Student Outcomes Study #4, SEAL Students’ PreK and TK Spanish and English Language Development 
Outcomes, measures the language development of a sample of students who have Spanish as their 
home language, and who participated in SEAL PreK or TK classrooms in six districts during 2016-17.  
Students were pre and post tested using the preLAS© assessment in Spanish and English. Table Q1 
reports the total number of students tested on preLAS© English and Spanish at each SEAL district in 
2016-17 and Table Q2 displays the total number of students with matched scores selected for the 
study.  
 
S4. Table Q1 
2016-17 preLAS© Assessment Totals – Number of Students Assessed by Grade Level 
SEAL district Grade level of students assessed  Total 
PreK TK 
Mountain View ESD 12 12 24 
Oak Grove SD 0 13 13 
Redwood City SD 16 15 31 
San Lorenzo USD 20 27 47 
San Rafael City Schools 12 9 21 
Santa Clara USD 19 4 23 
Total  79 80 159 
 
 
 
S4. Table Q2 
2016-17 preLAS© Assessment Totals – Number of Students with Matched Scores by Grade Level 
SEAL district Grade level of students assessed  Total 
PreK TK 
Mountain View ESD 8 12 20 
Oak Grove SD 0 12 12 
Redwood City SD 16 12 28 
San Lorenzo USD 27 18 45 
San Rafael City Schools 10 9 19 
Santa Clara USD 12 3 15 
Total  73 66 139 
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Tables Q3-Q6 report the total number of students with matched scores on preLAS© English and Spanish, 
by age on the date of the pre-test and date of the post-test.  
 
S4. Table Q3 
2016-17 preLAS© Assessment Totals – By Student Age and Grade Level on Date of English Pre-Test 
Age on pre-test date 
Total by grade level 
Total 
PreK TK 
4.1 2 0 2 
4.2 6 0 6 
4.3 5 0 5 
4.4 8 0 8 
4.5 7 0 7 
4.6 7 0 7 
4.7 10 0 10 
4.8 12 1 13 
4.9 6 0 6 
5.0 1 21 22 
5.1 4 17 21 
5.2 2 18 20 
5.3 0 4 4 
5.4 2 3 5 
5.5 0 2 2 
6.1 1 0 1 
Total 73 66 139 
 
 
S4. Table Q4 
2016-17 preLAS© Assessment Totals – By Student Age and Grade Level on Date of English Post-Test  
Age on post-test date Total by grade level Total 
PreK TK 
4.6 2 0 2 
4.7 6 0 6 
4.8 6 0 6 
4.9 7 0 7 
5.0 11 0 11 
5.1 5 0 5 
5.2 11 0 11 
5.3 8 1 9 
5.4 6 1 7 
5.5 4 23 27 
5.6 4 20 24 
5.7 2 21 23 
6.3 1 0 1 
Total 73 66 139 
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S4. Table Q5 
2016-17 preLAS© Assessment Totals – By Student Age and Grade Level on Date of Spanish Pre-Test 
Age on post-test date 
Total by grade level 
Total 
PreK TK 
4.1 2 0 2 
4.2 6 0 6 
4.3 6 0 6 
4.4 7 0 7 
4.5 7 0 7 
4.6 7 0 7 
4.7 10 0 10 
4.8 12 1 13 
4.9 6 0 6 
5.0 1 22 23 
5.1 4 17 21 
5.2 2 17 19 
5.3 0 4 4 
5.4 2 3 5 
5.5 0 2 2 
6.1 1 0 1 
Total 73 66 139 
 
 
S4. Table Q6 
2016-17 preLAS© Assessment Totals – By Student Age and Grade Level on Date of Spanish Post-Test 
Age on Post-Test Date 
Total by Grade Level 
Total 
PreK TK 
4.6 3 0 3 
4.7 4 0 4 
4.8 7 0 7 
4.9 8 0 8 
5.0 10 0 10 
5.1 7 0 7 
5.2 9 0 9 
5.3 8 1 9 
5.4 7 1 8 
5.5 3 23 26 
5.6 5 24 29 
5.7 1 17 18 
6.3 1 0 1 
Total 73 66 139 
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Student Outcomes Study #4 (Brief 12): preLAS© Results 
 
Student Outcomes Study #4, SEAL Students’ PreK and TK Spanish and English Language Development 
Outcomes, measures language development of a sample of students who have Spanish as their home 
language, and who participated in SEAL PreK or TK classrooms in six districts during 2016-17.  Students 
were assessed using the preLAS© The Language Proficiency Assessment for Early Learners (preLAS©), in 
English and Spanish.  The assessment has two components, Oral Language Fluency and Pre-Literacy.   
Tables R1-R4 report the preLAS© English and Spanish results by proficiency level, for PreK (N = 73) and 
TK students (N = 66) with matched scores.  
 
S4. Table R1 
2016-17 preLAS© English Oral Language Fluency by Proficiency Levels, Pre-Post Matched Scores 
preLAS© English 
oral language levels  
Grade PreK, N = 73 Grade TK, N = 66 
Pre Post Pre Post 
Not fluent 44 
(60%) 
29 
(40%) 
26 
(39%) 
15 
(23%) 
Limited  20 
(28%) 
30 
(41%) 
25 
(38%) 
33 
(50%) 
Fluent 9 
(12%) 
14 
(19%) 
15 
(23%) 
18 
(27%) 
Total 73 
(100%) 
73 
(100%) 
66 
(100%) 
66 
(100%) 
 
 
 
S4. Table R2 
2016-17 preLAS© English Pre-Literacy by Competency Levels, Pre-Post Matched Scores 
preLAS© English 
pre-literacy levels  
Grade PreK, n = 10 a Grade TK, n = 56 a 
Pre Post Pre Post 
Low 10 
(100%) 
9 
(90%) 
43 
(80%) 
29 
(52%) 
Mid-level 0 
(0%) 
1 
(10%) 
13 
(20%) 
23 
(41%) 
High 0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
4 
(7%) 
Total 10 
(100%) 
10 
(100%) 
56 
(100%) 
56 
(100%) 
a 
Students are assessed on the Pre-Literacy component only if they are 5 years of age or older. Only 10 (of 73) students were age 5 on 
the dates the Pre-Literacy component was administered.
 
b 
Only 56 (of 66) students were age 5 on the dates the Pre-Literacy component was administered.
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S4. Table R3 
2016-17 preLAS© Spanish Oral Language Fluency by Proficiency Levels, Pre-Post Matched Scores 
preLAS© Spanish 
oral language levels  
Grade PreK, N = 73 Grade TK, N = 66 
Pre Post Pre Post 
Not fluent 38 
(52%) 
23 
(32%) 
39 
(59%) 
30 
(46%) 
Limited  26 
(36%) 
36 
(49%) 
19 
(29%) 
22 
(33%) 
Fluent 9 
(12%) 
14 
(19%) 
8 
(12%) 
14 
(21%) 
Total 73 
(100%) 
73 
(100%) 
66 
(100%) 
66 
(100%) 
 
 
 
S4. Table R4 
2016-17 preLAS© Spanish Pre-Literacy by Competency Levels, Pre-Post Matched Scores 
preLAS© English 
pre-literacy levels  
Grade PreK, n = 10 a Grade TK, n = 56 
Pre Post Pre Post 
Low 9 
(90%) 
8 
(80%) 
52 
(93%) 
38 
(68%) 
Mid-level 1 
(10%) 
2 
(20%) 
4 
(7% 
14 
(25%) 
High 0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
0 
(0%) 
4 
(7%) 
Total 10 
(100%) 
10 
(100%) 
56 
(100%) 
56 
(100%) 
a 
Students are assessed on the Pre-Literacy component only if they are 5 years of age or older. Only 10 (of 73) students were age 5 on 
the dates the Pre-Literacy component was administered.
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Statistical Analyses:  Grade PreK preLAS©  Oral Language Fluency 
A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted to determine if a significant difference in the change in overall 
performance from pre to post existed for PreK students on the preLAS© Spanish Oral Language Fluency 
component. Since the difference in scores were within acceptable skewness and kurtosis limits, the 
Matched Pairs t-test could be used. Results showed that there was a statistically significant difference 
in performance from pre to post on the Oral Language exam for the PreK Spanish group of students, 
t(72) = 4.22, p < .001, d = .49, with a mean difference from pre to post of 8.08 (SD = 16.38).  The effect 
size of .49 indicates a moderate difference between the means, with the post mean falling .49 standard 
deviations above the pre mean. 
 
Table R5 presents descriptive statistics for the pre- and post-performance for matched students on 
the preLAS© Oral Language Fluency in Spanish for PreK (n = 73).   
 
S4. Table R5 
Descriptive Statistics for preLAS© Spanish Oral Language Fluency, Grade PreK (n = 73) 
Group n Pre Post t df d P 
M SD M SD 
Spanish 73 53.58 23.97 61.66 72 4.22 72 .49 < .001 
Note. A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted for the preLAS© Spanish Oral Language Component for PreK and includes an analysis of 
pre and post mean raw scores for matched students.  
 
 
A Wilcoxon Matched Pairs Signed Rank Test was conducted to determine if a significant difference in 
the change in overall performance from pre to post existed for PreK students on the preLAS© English 
Oral Language Fluency component.  The difference in scores showed a kurtosis value of 7, which falls 
outside of the ±3 limit. Thus, the data was not normally distributed, indicating a need for the Wilcoxon 
Signed Rank test. Since n > 10 (n = 72, excluding occurrences of differences of 0), the Z statistic was 
used. Results showed that there was a statistically significant difference in performance from pre to 
post on the Oral Language exam for the PreK English group of students, Z = −5.61, p < .001, r = .66, with 
a median difference from pre to post of 18. The effect size of .66 indicates a moderate association 
between the pre-test and the post-test scores.   
 
Table R6 presents descriptive statistics for the pre- and post-performance for matched students on the 
preLAS© Oral Language Fluency in English for PreK (n = 73).   
 
S4. Table R6 
Descriptive Statistics for preLAS© English Oral Language Fluency, Grade PreK (n = 73) 
Group n Pre Post Z r p 
Median IQR Median IQR 
English  73 47 43.5 65 39.5 −5.61 .66 < .001 
Note. A Wilcoxon Matched Pairs Signed Rank Test was conducted for the preLAS© English Oral Language Component for PreK 
and includes an analysis of pre and post median raw scores for matched students. 
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Statistical Analyses:  Grade PreK preLAS©  Pre-Literacy 
A Wilcoxon Matched Pairs Signed Rank Test was conducted to determine if a significant difference in 
the change in overall performance from pre to post existed for students on the preLAS© Pre-Literacy 
component in Spanish for PreK (n = 10).  The difference in scores showed a kurtosis value of 6, which 
falls outside of the ±3 limit. Thus, the data was not normally distributed, indicating a need for the 
Wilcoxon Signed Rank test. Since n ≤ 10 (n = 9, excluding occurrences of differences of 0), the W statistic 
was used, in lieu of Z. Results showed that there was not a statistically significant difference in 
performance level from pre to post for the Spanish PreK group, W = 9. The critical W-value for n = 9 
and a level of significance of 0.05 for a two-tailed test is 5. Since 9 > 5, we fail to reject the null 
hypothesis.  The effect size of .51 (! = #.%&&'√#) ≈ .51) indicates a moderate association between the pre-
test and post-test scores.  
 
Table R8 presents the descriptive statistics for the pre- and post-performance for matched students on 
the preLAS© Pre-Literacy component in Spanish for PreK (n = 10). 
 
S4. Table R8 
Descriptive Statistics for Spanish preLAS© Pre-Literacy Component, Grade PreK (n = 10) 
Group n Pre Post W r 
Median IQR Median IQR 
Spanish 10 39 18 41.5 27 9 .51 
Note. A Wilcoxon Matched Pairs Signed Rank Test was conducted for the Spanish PreK group.  The analysis includes pre and post 
median raw scores for matched students on the Pre-Literacy component of the preLAS© assessment. 
 
 
A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted to determine if a significant difference in the change in overall 
performance from pre to post existed for PreK students on the preLAS© English Pre-Literacy 
component. Since the difference in scores were within acceptable skewness and kurtosis limits, the 
Matched Pairs t-test could be used. Results showed that there was a statistically significant difference 
in performance from pre to post on the Pre-Literacy component for the PreK English group of students, 
t(9) = 3.22, p < .05, d = 1.02, with a mean difference from pre to post of 16.6 (SD = 16.29).  The effect 
size of 1.02 indicates a large difference between the means, with the post mean falling 1.02 standard 
deviations above the pre mean. 
 
Table R7 presents descriptive statistics for the pre- and post-performance for matched students on 
the preLAS© Pre-Literacy component in English for PreK (n = 10). 
 
S4. Table R7 
Descriptive Statistics for preLAS© English Pre-Literacy Component, Grade PreK (n = 10) 
Group n Pre Post t df d p 
M SD M SD 
English 10 35.6 17.49 52.2 4.69 3.22 9 1.02 < .05 
Note. A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted for the preLAS© Spanish Oral Language Component for PreK and includes an analysis of pre 
and post mean raw scores for matched students. 
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Statistical Analyses:  Grade TK preLAS© Oral Language Fluency 
A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted to determine if a significant difference in the change in overall 
performance from pre to post existed for students on the preLAS© Oral Language Fluency in Spanish. 
Since the difference scores were within acceptable skewness and kurtosis limits, the Matched Pairs t-
test could be used. Results showed that there was a statistically significant difference in performance 
from pre to post on the Spanish Oral Language component for TK students, t(65) = 3.57, p < .001, d = 
.44, with a mean difference from pre to post of 5.61 (SD = 12.77).  The effect size of .44 indicates a 
small difference between the means, with the post mean falling .44 standard deviations above the pre 
mean. 
 
A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted to determine if a significant difference in the change in overall 
performance from pre to post existed for students on the preLAS© Oral Language Fluency in English. 
Since the difference scores were within acceptable skewness and kurtosis limits, the Matched Pairs t-
test could be used. Results showed that there was a statistically significant difference in performance 
from pre to post for TK students t(65) = 4.68, p < .001, d = .58, with a mean difference from pre to post 
of 6.71 (SD = 11.66).  The effect size of .58 indicates a moderate difference between the means, with 
the post mean falling .58 standard deviations above the pre mean. 
 
Table R9 presents descriptive statistics for the pre- and post-performance for matched students in TK 
on the preLAS© Oral Language Fluency in English (n = 66) and in Spanish for  (n = 66).   
 
S4. Table R9 
Descriptive Statistics for preLAS© Oral Language Fluency Component, Grade TK 
Group n Pre Post t df d p 
M SD M SD 
Spanish 66 55 21.62 60.61 65 3.57 65 .44 < .001 
English 66 62.23 21.41 68.94 65 4.68 65 .58 < .001 
Note. A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted for the preLAS© English and Spanish Oral Language Component for TK and includes an 
analysis of pre and post mean raw scores for matched students.  
 
 
Statistical Analyses:  Grade TK preLAS© Pre-Literacy 
A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted to determine if a significant difference in the change in overall 
performance from pre to post existed for TK students on the preLAS© Pre-Literacy component in 
Spanish. Since the difference scores were within acceptable skewness and kurtosis limits, the Matched 
Pairs t-test could be used. Results showed that there was a statistically significant difference in 
performance from pre to post on the Spanish Pre-Literacy component for TK students, t(55) = 6.79, p < 
.001, d = .91, with a mean difference from pre to post of 12.05 (SD = 13.29).  The effect size of .91 
indicates a large difference between the means, with the post mean falling .91 standard deviations 
above the pre mean.   
 
A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted to determine if a significant difference in the change in overall 
performance from pre to post existed for TK students on the preLAS© Pre-Literacy component in 
English. Since the difference scores were within acceptable skewness and kurtosis limits, the Matched 
Pairs t-test could be used.  Results showed that there was a statistically significant difference in 
performance from pre to post for TK students, t(55) = 9.37, p < .001, d = 1.25, with a mean difference 
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from pre to post of 13.50 (SD = 10.79).  The effect size of 1.25 indicates a large difference between the 
means, with the post mean falling 1.25 standard deviations above the pre mean. 
 
Table R10 presents descriptive statistics for the pre- and post-performance for matched students on 
the preLAS© Pre-Literacy component in English for PreK (n = 10) and TK (n = 56) and in Spanish for TK 
(n = 56).   
 
S4. Table R10 
Descriptive Statistics preLAS© Pre-Literacy Component, Grade TK 
Group n Pre Post t df d p 
M SD M SD 
Spanish 56 32.59 20.83 44.64 23.39 6.79 55 .91 < .001 
English 56 46.18 15.88 59.68 11.63 9.37 55 1.25 < .001 
Note. A Matched Pairs t-Test was conducted for the preLAS© English and Spanish Pre-Literacy component for TK and includes an 
analysis of pre and post mean raw scores for matched students. 
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Loyola Marymount University’s Center for Equity for English Learners and the Wexford Institute conducted an 
external evaluation of the Sobrato Early Academic Language (SEAL) Replication Model from 2015–2019.   This 
comprehensive research and evaluation project employed a developmental evaluation process (Patton, 2015)1 
and focused on three sets of studies: (1) Leader Perspectives and Depth of Implementation, (2) Teacher 
Development, and (3) Student Outcomes. 
This Final Research and Evaluation Report of the statewide expansion of the SEAL Model represents the 
culmination of the multi-year evaluation focused on replication in 67 schools in 12 districts.  The SEAL Research 
and Evaluation Final Report is comprised of five sections presented in a series of briefs (see Figure 1) to 
maximize usability for multiple stakeholders.  Section 5 is comprised of highlights from the collaborative 
evaluation process and a review of major findings.  We also present implications for SEAL Model replication, 
sustainability, future research, and policy. 
Figure 1 
SEAL Research and Evaluation Final Report Overview 
The Collaborative Evaluation Process 
The unique partnership between the SEAL program developers, leaders, and external evaluators led to the 
creation of the SEAL Research and Evaluation Advisory that represents SEAL’s commitment to continuous 
improvement.  During the 4-year evaluation period, the SEAL Model underwent numerous and iterative 
refinements, and yet the SEAL Logic Model2 stood as a solid yet underused tool for setting program goals and 
for measuring progress towards the goals. Finalized in 2015, the SEAL Logic Model was based both on Systems 
Theory and a Socio-Constructivist Theory of teaching and learning. The Logic Model identifies inputs as well as 
short- and long-term outcomes.  Based on the Logic Model, the Research and Evaluation Advisory prioritized 
research questions about leaders’ perspectives on SEAL’s long-term systems change focused on the needs of 
ELs and how SEAL improves teacher professional learning and educational outcomes of DLLs and ELs in a wider 
range of schools, districts, and communities across the state. Researchers followed a cross-sectional, 
1 Patton, M. Q., McKegg, K., & Wehipeihana, N. (Eds.). (2015). Developmental evaluation exemplars: Principles in practice. Guilford publications. 
2 The SEAL Model incorporates seven components as described in the SEAL Logic Model.  For more information see Section 1 – Figure 4.  
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sequential mixed-methods design for evaluating the implementation of the SEAL Model and co-developed the 
Depth of Implementation (DOI)3 Tool for measuring systems change which is key for long-term sustainability 
of the SEAL Model.  The instruments and procedures for data collection included the DOI Tool, interviews with 
SEAL District Leaders, school leaders, coach-facilitators, and teachers, as well as observations of SEAL 
classrooms using the Observation Protocol for Academic Literacies (OPAL©)4 for evaluating classroom practice. 
Instruments for assessing student outcomes included the California state assessments: the California English 
Language Development Test (CELDT), the English Language Proficiency Assessment for California (ELPAC), and 
the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress-Smarter Balanced Assessments for English 
Language Arts/Literacy and Mathematics (SBAC).  Additionally, the LAS Links Español©, and the Language 
Proficiency Assessment for Early Learners (preLAS©) were used to assess student outcomes.  This 
comprehensive research and evaluation project rendered encouraging findings that can inform future 
implementation of the SEAL Model. 
Highlights of Major Study Results 
This section provides a summary of key results for each of the three sets of studies. 
Leader Perspectives on Systems Implementation  
SEAL systemic implementation efforts are deeply rooted in some sites and still a work in progress in others. 
As a systemic reform effort, the SEAL Model can be viewed as a large-scale, school-wide replication model, in 
which a lead agency like SEAL acts as a “hub” to support the adoption of its model by a network of districts 
and schools.5 These networks are described by researchers as lead agencies, schools, and districts “linked 
together by a common design for learning, working, and leadership.”  Rather than rapid adoption of the model, 
this type of improvement model is, “a long-term enterprise in which program providers and schools 
collaborate to produce, use, improve, and retain practical knowledge” (Peurach & Glazer, 2011).   Researchers 
identified variability as typical in large-scale implementation; variations can occur around factors related to all 
of the areas of the Depth of Implementation Tool (DOI).  Accordingly, we variability as well as similarities in 
implementation are apparent in SEAL districts and schools.  SEAL implementation has taken root in many 
schools and districts and is still a work in progress in others. Yet, over 90% of principals and district leaders 
agree that SEAL implementation in their schools has led to instructional improvement for ELs.   
Teacher Development and Implementation  
The SEAL Model increases teacher efficacy and improves knowledge and skills to instruct English Learners. 
SEAL teachers have a greater sense of efficacy about teaching and indicate that the SEAL model had an overall 
positive impact on their knowledge and skills to instruct English Learners. SEAL teachers demonstrate 
statistically significant increases in their use of effective research-based classroom practices for English 
Learners as measured by the Observation Protocol for Academic Literacies (OPAL©).  In addition, their teaching 
3 The SEAL Depth of Implementation (DOI) Tool is used to reflect on and record evidence for levels of implementation of the SEAL Model. To access the SEAL DOI Tool, see Section 2 – 
Appendix A. 
4 Lavadenz, M. & Armas, E. G. (2010, 2012). The observation protocol for academic literacies: Conceptual framework and validation report. Center for Equity for English Learners, Loyola 
Marymount University.  The OPAL© is a validated classroom observation measure that consists of a standard framework based on four EL research-based domains: (1) Rigorous and 
Relevant Curriculum, (2) Connections, (3) Comprehensibility; and (4) Interactions. See SEAL Classroom Observation Research & Evaluation Brief 6 for more information. 
5 Peurach, D.J. & Glazer J.L. (2011) Reconsidering replication: New perspectives on large-scale school improvement.  Springer Science + Business Media B.V. 
https://www.carnegiefoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Peurach_Glazer_2011_JEC.pdf 
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is more interactive, focuses on more problem solving and critical thinking, and actively engages students in 
more rigorous and relevant curriculum. 
Student Outcomes  
The SEAL Model appears to impact student English proficiency, academic achievement, and early language 
and literacy development especially in bilingual settings.  
SEAL schools averaged higher rates of poverty as compared to the statewide rate. Despite this, and, notably, 
study results reveal that SEAL English Learner students in grades 2, 3, and 4 performed comparably or better 
than California ELs in developing English proficiency.  On academic assessments by grade 4, SEAL Redesignated 
Fluent English Proficient (RFEP) students scored higher than the combined group of English Only and Initially 
Fluent English Proficient students in SEAL schools, and better than California RFEPs. By grade 4, English 
Learners in Bilingual programs (BIL) progressed at a greater rate than the ELs in Structured English Immersion 
(SEI) programs.  PreK and TK children showed growth in oral language fluency and pre-literacy in both English 
and Spanish with significant differences in almost all areas, from annual pre and post assessment. 
Findings point to implications for continued replication and sustainability of the SEAL Model related to district 
and site leaders as well as program components of the SEAL Model. Further, limitations around the research 
design employed in this current effort combined with the findings that it rendered also point to implications 
for future research around the SEAL Model. These implications are specified in the remaining sections. 
Implications for Replication and Sustainability 
Applications of the Depth of Implementation Tool 
Intentional use of the Depth of Implementation (DOI) Tool has the potential to generate evidence-based data 
to help ongoing monitoring, refinement, and sustainability of the SEAL Model. SEAL DOI protocols and 
procedures will need to be consistently applied, requiring strategic planning and support for those engaging 
in the process. As indicated in Section 2 of this report, SEAL DOI rater and training sessions can be strengthened 
by the use of sample artifacts, evidence, videos, or other data sources to discuss variation in SEAL Model 
implementation while calibrating ratings. Specific practices around data use and the DOI can be achieved both 
in district convenings and site-leader convenings and these practices may require more specific agreements 
made with districts and prinipals to increase principal participation in those activities, which along with other 
SEAL support activities could  help to strengthen the use of data for continuous improvement and 
sustainability. Variability in the frequency of principal participation in the SEAL activities in which they are 
expected to participate (principal convenings and instructional rounds) may be related to the level of 
implementation of SEAL at their schools.   Principal and district leader convenings are helpful forums, providing 
participants with opportunities to dialogue and share across DOI areas and indicators and lead to action steps 
to operationalize the SEAL model and move SEAL sites to consistent implementation or toward sustainability.  
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Leadership Role Considerations 
Analysis of site-leader perspectives illuminate implications for district and site-leader role group 
considerations. This set of studies included three key leadership role types:  SEAL Coach-Facilitators, district 
leaders, and site principals.  
Our survey data indicated that SEAL Coach-Facilitators need assistance in addressing the barriers they 
encounter to support teachers. Central to their role, Coach-Facilitators need support in balancing multiple 
roles and in helping to build relationships with teachers.  The role of the SEAL Coach-Facilitator can be further 
strengthened by deepening their knowledge of the SEAL Model and practices, helping to manage 
responsibilities, and leveraging school/district support. In general, SEAL Coach-Facilitators need more 
opportunities to collaborate with site and district leaders to support the implementation of the SEAL Model. 
District leaders and principals cited three main areas of need in order to move to the sustainability level of 
SEAL implementation: (1) creating more coherence with SEAL and other initiatives across grade levels; (2) 
including into grades 4-6 in some schools; (3) providing time for planning to support districts and schools in 
renewing systemic support.  It appears that sustainability is being addressed through districts’ Local Control 
and Accountability Plans (LCAPs), but continued support from SEAL is needed for implementation and 
sustainability at the school and classroom levels.  
Mediating implementation is a must when replicating the SEAL Model in districts of all sizes (large and small). 
Key SEAL leadership personnel, such as District Relations Administrators or Lead Trainers, play a critical role in 
systemic implementation processes and differentiating role group support.  This needs to be done on the 
operational level, to work with all levels of the system to produce, use, improve, and retain practical knowledge 
about how to operationalize the SEAL model for the greatest positive effects on students, families and 
educators.  
The researchers acknowledge that district-leader and principal data were collected before SEAL schools moved 
to distance and hybrid learning options during March 2020 in response to COVID 19.  Professional development 
and collaboration among educators are even more critical now to ensure teachers have increased capacity to 
continue to adapt their use of SEAL strategies for a virtual environment to safeguard rigorous instruction for 
ELs.  To support research-based instructional decision making for English Learners during this time, it is also 
essential that the role of formative assessments be aligned with SEAL instructional strategies to monitor 
student progress and reduce learning loss for ELs while increasing equitable learning opportunities. 
Additionally, because remote learning requires that parents support instruction at home, SEAL schools may 
need to increase engagement with families to expand these partnerships for children’s virtual learning.   
Focused and Sustained Professional Development (PD) for Teachers 
The results from the study on PreK and TK growth has implications for the PD provided to early childhood 
educators, specifically, those serving children who are Spanish-speaking.  These results show the importance 
of implementing instructional practices that foster growth in both children’s Spanish and English language 
development to prevent language loss and promote bilingualism and biliteracy.  Previous research, along with 
policy documents from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and the U.S. Department of 
Education, underscore the critical role of high-quality instruction in early childhood, bilingualism, and home 
language for young children’s development. The SEAL model, as highlighted by the results of this study, shows 
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promise in addressing both the training needs of early childhood educators by providing high quality training 
that focuses on evidence-based instructional practices that foster home language development, bilingualism 
and biliteracy. 
The SEAL research-based model presents an opportunity to operationalize the seven elements of the SEAL 
Logic Model to support focused and sustained PD.  SEAL  leadership and implementation teams must consider 
factors such as:  articulation of the SEAL Model across grade level, PD Module content and progression, 
delivery mechanisms, supports for teachers, and sustainability plans for teachers new to the program.   
Results from SEAL classroom observations highlight the need for additional PD where teachers can identify 
strategies and practices that refine and expand teacher capacity to engage students in problem solving and 
critical thinking activities.  All SEAL teachers, particularly those implementing Structured English Immersion 
(SEI) programs, can benefit from opportunities to plan and reflect on how to incorporate cross-linguistic 
resources in the classroom and leverage the use of primary language resources. In addition, teachers would 
benefit from expanded opportunities to participate in PD focused on differentiation of language development 
practices. Our analysis of SEAL classrooms in SEI and BIL programs also highlighted the need for PD 
opportunities for teachers to maximize student engagement and student leadership opportunities so that 
instruction is not exclusively teacher lead. 
Findings imply that there is a great need for more consistent and intentional opportunities for classroom 
observations by coaches and instructional leaders, inclusive of feedback session to support teachers in the 
implementation of SEAL practices.  SEAL teacher survey results affirm a collective will to engage in expanded 
opportunities to participate in collaborative observation sessions where instruction is modeled by other 
teachers at advanced/expert levels of implementation or by Coach-Facilitators or peers.  
Implications for Future Research 
Research Design Considerations 
Using mixed methodologies that connect student progress with other variables along with contextualized 
descriptions show promise in “telling the SEAL Model story."  Case studies and other mixed methods research 
designs and methodology considerations include:  
• Data collection procedures to assess implementation, sustainability, and impact of SEAL
• Earlier and systematic uses of the SEAL Depth of Implementation tool in interviews and surveys,
similar to its use in the 4-year research and evaluation
• Ongoing development and refinement of tools to measure students’ learning experiences to
augment state standardized assessments
o Formative and summative assessments for benchmarking language and literacy growth
o Analysis of student work samples to determine growth that are developmentally,
linguistically and culturally appropriate
• Ongoing development and refinement of tools to document student experiences, confidence, and
joy of learning
• Ongoing development and refinement of tools and measures to collect family engagement data
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To address issues of broad variability of schools within any given SEAL study, research design considerations 
could focus groups of schools that are similar in selected variables.  These variables may include, but are not 
limited to: (1) their EL enrollment (demographics,  typologies, primary languages, language proficiency at 
Kindergarten); (2) teacher, principal and district lead turn-over rate; district and school support of SEAL 
alignment to classroom instruction throughout the school day; (3) district and school degree of commitment 
to fully supporting professional development, including that for incoming teachers; and, (3) the types and rates 
of family engagement. 
Research Focus Area Considerations 
Future research may also include strategic development of differentiated studies on program types in SEAL 
districts and schools to describe and assess the overall quality of bilingual, dual language, and structured 
immersion programs, and in relationship to the designated and integrated English language development.   
Other valuable research and evaluation areas to consider include understanding how to best build on gains 
children make in PreK and TK to increase growth in grades K through 3, following students beyond grade 5 to 
examine longer-term outcomes, and learning how to better support long term ELs and ELs with special learning 
needs.  
A series of longitudinal studies to examine the long-term impact of the SEAL model on student outcomes are 
possible. These include comparative analyses with non-SEAL students on variables such as graduation, 
reclassification, as well as other achievement data.  
Studies of the overall sustainability at the district, school and classroom level along with longer-term studies 
on teachers’ practices and use of SEAL strategies are also considerations for future research.  These could be 
inclusive of an examination of how designated and integrated ELD are implemented within the SEAL Model 
and how SEAL instructional strategies are employed across content areas. 
Implications for SEAL to Advance District Policies on Teaching and Learning English 
The implementation of the SEAL model is a local district policy decision; as such it requires district-level 
administrators to “cascade” the vision and goals for SEAL implementation across district systems and to the 
larger community.  District and site leaders in these evaluation studies confirmed their support of both.   
Based on the sets of studies in the evaluation of the SEAL Model replication across the 12 districts and 67 
school sites, implementation that addresses local policy shifts is essential to implementing the SEAL model. 
Policy shifts that occurred during this research and evaluation effort centered around three key areas of local 
policy and decision-making: 
1) Alignment of English Learner initiatives and professional learning to avoid perceptions of SEAL as “add-
on”
2) Allocation of human and fiscal resources (e.g. time, staffing, etc.)
3) Ongoing internal evaluation using data and tools to assess sustainability
The SEAL Model may also position districts and sites to respond to study findings that show students in 
bilingual/dual language programs (BIL) making similar or greater progress as students in Structured English 
Immersion programs (SEI) in 2018-19, even as they performed significantly lower than SEI at Kindergarten. 
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The SEAL Model may also position districts and sites to respond to study findings that show students in 
bilingual/dual language programs (BIL) making similar or greater progress as students in Structured English 
Immersion programs (SEI) in 2018-19, even as they performed significantly lower than SEI at Kindergarten.  
Districts have this and other research evidence to support moving ahead with bilingual programs for ELs.  
Findings also support a conclusion BIL programs play a crucial role in lessening language loss and increasing 
development of the home language.  In considering the importance of nurturing bilingualism and biliteracy 
in young children before they lose knowledge and use of the home language, there needs to be greater 
encouragement and incentives for districts and schools to adopt, maintain and improve bilingual programs 
for their students.  
 
The SEAL Model is designed as a systemic school reform with the potential to align programs and practices 
for English Learners, strengthen district and site infrastructure to support professional learning, and impact 
student language and academic achievement.  As the SEAL Model continues to evolve, it presents a need for 
continued refinement and articulation of non-negotiable components of the model that can be replicated in 
diverse settings. The researchers acknowledge that there is still work to be done across the SEAL network 
and contend that the commitment to continuous improvement and refinement of the SEAL Model design, 
the Logic Model, and implementation processes as informed by the SEAL Depth of Implementation Tool, the 
identification of additional methods to capture student outcomes, and continued research holds promise for 
exploring the implementation and expansion of the SEAL Model in existing and future sites.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This Conclusion is based on the 4-Year External Research and Evaluation Study 
conducted by the Center for Equity for English Learners at Loyola Marymount University 
and Wexford Institute for the Sobrato Family Foundation. 
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